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I. BACKGROUND 

The Service Consolidation Review Committee is an outgrowth of a number of 

overlapping influences including: discussions at Governor Lynch's April 1,2005 meeting 

with Department Heads about IT-related concerns; findings and recommendations in the 

April 2005 Taylor-Herr Report on IT Management and Service; and, efforts of the 

Information Technology Council, which was established by RSA 4-D:4, directed toward 

preparation of a strategic Information Technology Plan. The Review Committee was 

created by the IT Council at its May 17, 2005 meeting and charged with submitting a 

Committee Report identifying whether, from the perspectives of Department Heads, 

aspects of consolidation were not working and, if not, making recommendations on how 

to remedy any shortcomings. The Review Committee's Report will be an input to the IT 

Council's larger effort to construct a strategic Information Technology Plan. 

There are two important contextual issues that frame the Report and provide a 

fuller understanding of the Review Committee's efforts. First, the Review Committee 

proceeded from the premise, aptly described in the Taylor-Herr Report, that consolidation 

was executed prematurely and without sufficient planning, which resulted in various 

inefficiencies and dislocations. Taking that lesson to heart and hoping to avoid similar 

missteps, the Review Committee determined to take a measured approach and restrict its 

efforts, in the limited time allotted, to identifying the main themes or principles expressed 

by Department Heads and, to the extent possible, offering a small set of concrete, 

actionable recommendations. 

An obvious implication of this approach is that it does not entail an in-depth cost- 

benefit type analysis of consolidation generally but accepts the underlying position of the 



Taylor-Herr Report that there are benefits to be gained from a properly implemented 

consolidation. As a result, the Review Committee has operated with a narrow and 

practical mindset. 

.Second, the Review Committee Report focuses on the actual concerns expressed 

by Department Heads and, where the concerns are concluded to be both well-founded and 

resolvable, it makes specific recommendations to fix the problem or identifies the area for 

further attention. The Report is not intended to be a comprehensive review of the merits 

and demerits of consolidation as conceived, executed or operated. Accordingly, the 

absence of discussions about areas of consolidation that are working well should not be 

read as a lack of appreciation for the hard work and many accomplishments of OIT 

personnel. 

11. PROCESS 

On June 6, 2005, the Review Committee solicited the input of Department Heads 

regarding their views as to the effects of IT consolidation on their agencies. The e-mail, 

which is appended as Attachment 1, explained the genesis of the Review Committee and 

sought descriptions of IT issues related to consolidation that managers found not to be 

functioning effectively. 

Responses were requested by June 17,2005, and they are included as Attachment 

2. (Several agencies responded orally and their views were entirely consistent with the 

written responses.) The Review Committee met initially on June 22,2005, to review the 

agency responses and to establish the process and timetable for completing its report. 

Subsequent meetings were held on June 23, July 7, and July 20. The Review Committee 

was co-chaired by Thomas Getz, Chairman of the Public Utilities Commission, and Peter 



Croteau, Director of the Agency Software Division of OIT. Membership of the Review 

Committee included representatives of the statutory member agencies of the IT Council 

as well representatives of selected medium and small size agencies. The Review 

Committee was also assisted in its efforts by managers of the various divisions of OIT, 

who were instrumental in providing additional background information and advice to the 

Review Committee. See Attachment 3 for Review Committee membership and OIT 

representation. 

After collecting the information from the agencies, the next step of the Review 

Committee was to catalogue and analyze the information in order to discern the major 

and minor themes sounded by managers. A high altitude view of the responses reveals 

two dominant concerns. First, managers indicated that costs have increased and they are 

concerned about costs both from the bottom line perspective of increased budgets and 

from the perspective of being able to accurately track and document charges. Second, 

managers are concerned that they lack effective control of their business processes, which 

was most commonly expressed in regard to the roles of applications personnel and the 

administration of the purchasing function. 

The Review Committee determined as a preliminary screening measure that the 

broader cost issue related to increased budgets was so closely interwoven with the overall 

consolidation decision that it was beyond its scope, resources and time allotment to 

consider and, in fact, wass being looked at by the Senate Finance Committee. Similarly, 

the Review Committee concluded that a call by some Department Heads to return their 

respective agencies completely to the pre-consolidation status quo was likewise beyond 

the scope of the Committee's charter. 



The Review Committee also determined that more broadly stated and generalized 

comments expressed by Department Heads relating to, for instance, the need for 

improved communications by and with OIT, or more timely responses from OIT, would 

be difficult to address in this limited inquiry. Nevertheless, some more specific 

communications-related comments are addressed where appropriate. In general, 

however, the hope of the Review Committee is that this very effort is an expression of 

improving communications and that the recommendations will contribute to more timely 

OIT responses. 

111. ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Review Committee found that the agency responses revealed addressable 

concerns in the following areas, namely: A.) Staff Alignment, which includes as subsets, 

General Support Personnel and Applications Personnel; B.) Purchasing/Procurement, 

which includes as subsets, Purchase Threshold, Procurement Process, and RFP 

Administration; C.) Invoicing; and, D.) IntegrationICoordination. Each area will be 

discussed below. A synopsis of representative comments by the agencies in each area is 

included as Attachment 4 in the form of individual work sheets, which provided the bases 

for the Review Committee's deliberations. The Review Committee also makes a 

recommendation in each area using the construct from the June 6 e-mail to Department 

Heads, that is: rectify within the existing framework; return to agency control; or, address 

through another structural or organizational mechanism. 



A. STAFF ALIGNMENT 

Department Heads made a variety of comments that can fairly be characterized as 

relating to, first, general support personnel and, second, applications and other mission 

critical personnel. For purposes of this Report, the first category basically encompasses, 

within OIT, the Office of the CIO, Technical Support Services, Operations, and Web 

Services. The second category, for the most part, pertains to the Agency Sofhvare 

Division. With respect to "other mission critical personnel", the term remains largely 

undefined at this juncture because, to the extent such positions may eventually be 

identified, they would most likely differ substantially from agency to agency. 

1. General Support Personnel 

With respect to general support personnel, the comments noted, among other 

things, continued lack of small agency support, loss of support to large agencies, delayed 

support, inexperienced support, and the need to fill existing and create new OIT 

positions. 

The Review Committee concluded that the critiques regarding general support 

personnel, while serious, did not exhibit an endemic structural problem but, rather, were 

the types of problems that not uncommonly occur in any re-organization and which, with 

sufficient managerial attention and allocation of adequate resources, can be remedied. 

Accordingly, the Review Committee recommends that these problems be rectified within 

the existing framework. 

2. Applications Support Personnel 

With respect to applications support personnel and other mission critical 

personnel, the Department Heads consistently expressed a need for direct managerial 



control over IT functions related to essential business processes. Department Heads 

noted the need for IT personnel to understand the mission of the agency and the benefits 

of such specialization, the indispensability of technology to an agency's mission and the 

manager's need to understand and direct that technology, and the special place of IT 

applications personnel in the current organizational matrix. Consequently, a recurring 

request of Department Heads is to return IT applications personnel to their agencies. A 

number of Department Heads also seek the return of other mission critical personnel. 

The critiques regarding the consolidation of applications personnel relate to 

fundamental structural decisions regarding the allocation of authority and control, the 

degree of subunit differentiation and the definition of organizational roles. Department 

Heads believe that the power to hold people in critical IT positions accountable for their 

actions, the right to make decisions concerning the work they undertake, the ability to 

coordinate their work within the agency, and the opportunity to motivate them to work as 

part of the agency team are essential to accomplishing an agency's mission. 

It was generally agreed that applications personnel are distinguishable from other 

IT personnel in that they tend to perform tasks more specifically associated with a 

particular agency and its unique business, as opposed to general support personnel that 

perform more standardized tasks which are similar among agencies. Recognizing the 

integral role that applications personnel can play in accomplishing an agency's mission, 

and acknowledging the Department Head's need to exercise control over resources 

critical to the mission for which the Department Head is accountable, the Review 

Committee recommends that agency control over applications personnel, and other 

personnel that can be identified as mission critical, be clearly established and defined. 



OIT personnel noted that efforts to establish greater agency control over 

applications personnel will require detailed planning. Discussions of approaches to 

establishing and defining control indicated that there are at least two methods of 

providing managers effective control over applications personnel. One approach 

involves returning such personnel to the agencies where they would be subject to direct 

control through the agency hierarchy. Another approach involves formalizing control 

through a written rule such as a Service Level Agreement in which the agency and OIT 

spell out in detail who would be subject to agency control and how that control would be 

exercised. 

OIT personnel indicated a variety of potential obstacles that could be encountered 

in establishing and defining agency control. The Review Committee, however, 

concluded that its job was to identify the subject, or the "what", of Department Head 

concerns arising from consolidations and determine if the concern was valid. Given the 

time and resource constraints under which the Review Committee was operating, it 

determined that the process, or the "how", of resolving valid concerns would have to be 

addressed subsequently by the Chief Information Officer and the IT Council. 

Nonetheless, the Review Committee sets forth below some considerations that are likely 

to affect a final decision. 

The Review Committee points out, with respect to transfemng applications and 

other mission critical personnel back to agencies, that the efficacy of transfer may be 

highly dependent in execution on the size of the particular agency in question. For 

instance, in a small or medium size agency, the return of a single applications employee 

could most likely be accomplished with little disruption. At the same time, execution of 



a Service Level Agreement for such an agency could potentially offer a suitable 

alternative. 

Larger agencies, however, would likely require the transfer back of numerous 

employees, which may raise questions of how many personnel are appropriate to transfer 

back and what effects that could have on OIT as an agency if, for instance, an employee 

had been re-assigned to a critical role within OIT. Again, depending on the 

circumstances, it is possible that for some agencies a Service Level Agreement could 

potentially offer a suitable alternative. It should be noted, however, at least one agency 

indicated that, in the past, it had found the Service Level Agreement alternative would 

not meet its particular needs. 

In the case of large and small agencies, to the extent applications personnel are 

transferred, the orderly return of such personnel would require efforts of mutual 

accommodation between OIT management and agency management, and legislative 

approval may be required as well. Similarly, the identification of other mission critical 

employees for return to agency control would require the same steps. It should be noted 

that there may be important timing differences between the accomplishment of transfers, 

on the one hand, and the execution of Service Level Agreements, on the other, that may 

affect a Department Head's preferred approach inasmuch as transfers would appear to be 

more time consuming to the extent they involve the legislative process, while Service 

Level Agreements should be less time consuming because they would primarily involve 

negotiations between an agency and OIT. 

Finally, the Review Committee notes that there may be potential collateral effects 

resulting from the return of applications and other mission critical personnel to agency 



control. First, the transfer back of such employees could reduce the overhead costs paid 

by agencies. Second, inasmuch as the head count for OIT is decreased, the human 

resources and other related support requirements for OIT as an agency could conceivably 

be lessened. At the same time, depending on how the transfer of applications personnel 

was to be executed, it should be kept in mind that countervailing transaction or other 

costs could occur that would influence the final decision. 

Given the various and sometimes conflicting costs and other factors discussed 

above, the Review Committee recommends that Department Heads be afforded flexibility 

in pursuing with the Chief Information Officer and the IT Council the applications 

personnel control alternative that is best tailored to an agency's circumstances. The 

Committee emphasizes that the focus of its recommendation is identifying the best way 

to provide Department Heads the requisite control over personnel resources critical to 

their agencies' missions. Accordingly, the Committee does not recommend the 

wholesale return of applications personnel as an across-the-board solution. Rather, the 

Committee, consistent with its previously stated commitment to employ a measured 

approach to the issues, recommends a thoughtful pursuit of the general principle of 

agency control over applications and other mission critical personnel either by 

transferring such personnel, executing a detailed Service Level Agreement, or employing 

such other appropriate mechanism as the specific circumstances warrant. 

B. PURCHASINGIPROCUREMENT 

Department Heads made numerous comments about problems they encountered 

with purchasing and procurement. The comments ranged from the low $250 threshold 

for triggering OIT approval, to increased steps in the approval process, to slow 



turnaround times, to processing mistakes, to the lack of standards, to the lack of defined 

roles in the process, and the need to streamline the RFP process. 

The Review Committee concluded that many critiques in this area appeared to be 

well founded but it also learned that OIT was involved in concerted efforts to address the 

shortcomings. In theory, the purchasing/procurement process that existed prior to 

consolidation could have remained in place because it centralized control within the 

predecessor to OIT, but without housing related personnel. However, the Taylor-Herr 

Report, as well as conventional wisdom, suggests that, if properly implemented, 

synergies may accrue from consolidated or centralized purchasing and procurement. 

The Review Committee believes that the types of problems identified by agencies 

appear, for the most part, to be administrative in nature and susceptible to correction. 

Purchasing and procurement needs are less directly related to an agency's particular 

mission and can be effectively handled outside the direct chain of command so long as 

OIT employs a customer service approach to its duties and has adequate resources to 

perform those duties. As a result, the Review Committee recommends that the problems 

be rectified within the existing framework. 

C. INVOICING 

Department Heads made several consistent comments that invoicing procedures 

for assessing IT costs and charging for IT services were lengthy, complex and prone to 

error. The Review Committee concluded that invoicing is central to a manager's 

fiduciary obligation to ensure that costs are properly billed and documented. While 

important, the concerns expressed by the agencies are administrative in nature and do not 

go to fundamental organizational design. Therefore, the Review Committee believes that 



OIT can correct the invoicing problems by generally reviewing its processes and working 

with the agencies in specific problem areas. 

The Review Committee recommends that invoicing issues be rectified within the 

existing framework. However, the Committee also points out that time is of the essence 

in resolving this specific issue because, in addition to the need to resolve the internal 

fiduciary concerns noted above, it is critical to resolve external concerns regarding, 

among other things, the effects of untimely or incorrect invoicing on vendor relations and 

federal reporting requirements. 

D. INTEGRATION/COORDINATION 

Department Heads made a number of specific comments about the need to 

improve communications, define relationships and roles, make the process for planning 

changes to OIT methods transparent, distribute accurate contact information and institute 

greater accountability. The unifying theme to these comments can best be seen through 

the lens of the organizational theory concept of integrating mechanisms. Large, complex 

organizations such as the Executive Branch of New Hampshire state g o v e m e n t  require 

various levels of vertical and horizontal differentiation in order for the organization to 

operate effectively. Facilitating effective communication and coordination between and 

among the resulting subunits presents a significant challenge that is addressed by the 

selection of various integrating mechanisms, such as, hierarchy of authority, direct 

contact, liaison roles, task forces, teams, integrating roles and integrating departments 

and by determining the proper level of standardization or formalization through written 

rules and standards. 



The Review Committee concluded that the issues raised by agencies in this area 

go to the nature of complex organizations and are the kinds of issues that would need to 

be addressed regardless of the degree of consolidation; though different solutions would 

likely be required depending on the particular manner and degree of consolidation. The 

Review Committee recommends that OIT consider, among other mechanisms, 

application of Service Level Agreements and Memorandums of Understanding on an 

agency-by-agency basis to improve communication and coordination. 

E. SUMMARY 

In summary, the Review Committee recommends the following. 

A. Staff A l i m e n t :  

1. General Support Personnel - Keep general support personnel within OIT 

and rectify issues within the existing framework. 

2. Applications Personnel - Establish and define effective agency control 

over applications support personnel. Determine on a case-by-case basis 

whether to transfer personnel back or rectify within existing framework 

through a mechanism such as a Service Level Agreement. 

B. Purchasing: Keep centralized and rectify issues within the existing framework. 

C. Lnvoicing: Rectify issues within the existing framework.. 

D. IntematiodCoordination: Rectify issues within the existing framework and 

give special consideration to structural or organizational alternatives 

employing various integrating mechanisms and more formalized written 

standards. 



IV. CONCLUSION 

In light of the amount of discussion engendered by the issues surrounding the 

proper placement of applications and other mission critical personnel within the 

Executive Branch, and the fact that the attendant recommendation involves the most 

potentially complex structural solutions, the Committee concludes by offering the 

following abridgment of its analysis and recommendation regarding that subject. 

Inasmuch as the other issues involve more organizationally or structurally straightforward 

solutions, further discussion here is obviated. 

Based on a review of the comments by Department Heads about the effects of IT 

consolidation on agency operations, the Review Committee has concluded that 

applications personnel are integral to achieving the mission of an agency. As a result, the 

Review Committee agreed with the comments of Department Heads that applications 

personnel, and other mission critical personnel where specifically identified, should be 

placed under the effective control of Department Heads in order to clarify issues of 

authority and accountability, facilitate effective communications, develop the necessary 

level of IT specialization by agency, and ensure timely response and completion of tasks. 

At the same time, the Review Committee agrees with the caution noted by OIT personnel 

that there will be a number of execution-related decisions critical to a successful 

implementation of this recommendation. 

There are two obvious methods of effectuating agency control of applications 

personnel. One involves the transfer of selected personnel back to the agency and the 

other involves greater use of mechanisms such as very specific Service Level Agreements 



or Memorandums of Understanding between OIT and the respective agency. The choice 

of the appropriate method for each agency will depend on the particular attributes of that 

agency and include, among other things, factors such as size, funding sources and 

mission. The Review Committee recommends that the Chief Information Officer and the 

IT Council take steps to place applications personnel under the effective control of the 

agencies using a case-by-case approach to determining the best method of establishing 

such control by Department Heads. 



ATTACHMENT 1 



To: Department Heads 
From: Tom Getz and Peter Croteau 
Re: OIT Sen.lce Consolidation and Structure 
Date: June 6. 2005 

At the Department Head meeting convened by Governor Lynch on April 1. 2005. a 
number of agency representatives expressed concerns about the effects of the 
consolidation of their IT resources into the OIT structure. The fact of such consolidation- 
related concerns was raised at the initial meeting of the IT Council on April 19. 2005. .AS 

a follow:-up. the formation of a Service Consolidation and Structure Review Committee 
\\.as appro~red at the IT Council meeting on May 17. 2005. to be co-chaired by Peter 
Croteau from OIT and Tom Getz from the PUC. 

The goal of the Review Committee is to identify whether aspects of consolidation ma! 
not be working effectively and. if so. to determine if such issues can be: rectified within 
the OIT fiamexork: "unwound" or returned to agency control: or, addressed throush 
another structural or organizational mechanism. Features. services or functions that fall 
under this re\.ien include. b u ~  are not limited to: purchasing. network operations and 
securit!.. custom application and sofiware development, desktop support. human 
resources. such as staff allocation and productivity. plannins and assessment, and project 
management . 

Please provide. by June 17. 2005. a detailed description of areas that you believe are not 
functioning effecti~~el!. for your agency, the source of the problem as you see it. and 
recommended actions. such as. reform within OIT. return to agent).. or restructure in 
some other fashion. If applicable. please categorize concerns in areas of responsiveness 
b! OIT. agent!. management control. or cost. If you can categorize specific concerns in 
some general manner. it  &.il l  be useful to the Review Committee. which. if it is 
determined there are areas to be unwound. will be attempting to establish a set of 
principles to guide its recommendatims for further action. 



ATTACHMENT 2 



Department of Administrative Service's Response To The 
Service Consolidation and Structure Review Committee 

Let me begin b!~ pointing out that Administrative Senices is organized a little differenti! 
than most of the rest of agencies in the state. in that we have retained our -4pplication 
Development Staff. This has worked very well for us and our rational for that decision 
ulould probabl!. also apply to other major State agencies where the workload is o f a  
magnitude to justify a full-time team of dedicated specialists. Our applications are of a 
specialized nature and require the staff maintaining and developing them to be intimatel!. 
knowledgeable uith our rules. policies. procedures. and business plans. Because the!. are 
an integral part of our sen.ice deliwr!. ream. it would be counter producti~.e for then1 to 
report to a separate agenc~-.  

ln m!. opinion. agencies' application development personnel should be directl! 
responsible to the agency heads thar have the primar!, responsibility under RSA for the 
deli\.er!r of sen.ices to our citizens. 

That being said. I belie\.e that some areas. such as data center senices. agency-to-asenc! 
nenvork connecti\-it!. and lnternet access can benefit from centralization. 

In the cases of the recent I T reor_eanization, 1 think that the centralization was a good 
idea for certain functions. but in some cases went too far in the creation of OIT. In 
addition. it seems ob\rious that O1T was created with inadequate planning. 

I \ \-odd suggest the realiLment of IT resources to accommodate the centralization of 
those functions that benefit from centralization while returning those functions best 
managed b!- the agencies back to their direc~ control. This would include 

a. Reassigning the 01T resources that are primarily focused on supporting 
the deliver!, of agencies' business sen.ices back to the business units that 
the!, support. ~vhile reraining delivery of statewide computing & statewide 
communication senrices in a centralized environment in a senlice bureau 
type operation. Those elements to be reassigned include. but are not 
limited to: 

i .  .4genc~-specific application development staff 
i i .  Agency-specific software. hard~,are ,  and support staff 

. . . 
111. Other agent!.-specific expenditures for supplies. equipment. 

consulting senlices. and other operating expenses 

b. Retaining a centralized orsanization whose elements are large enough to 
pro\,ide for the benefits of size. b u ~  small enough to be manageable & 
responsive to its customers. If Service Level Agreements are put into 
place. which p r o ~ i d e  processing services. that are measurable and which 
are attained. most agencJr heads should not care urhether processing is - 
provided in-house or outsourced. Those elements to remain centralized 
include. but are not limited to: 



Centralized data processing center(s) for all large. staten.ide 
software and hardware applications. 
Centralized Internet access and support. 
A technical staff capable of supporting the IT needs of small 
agencies that are not large enough to require their onm dedicated 
IT personnel. 
A centralized staff. which would be responsible for complying 
~ r i t h  all requirements of the current legislation. other than those 
components speciiically identified above for decentralization 

Benefits of this proposal would include: 

c. Giving Commissioners control & accountability over the development 22 
management of those applications that are directl:~ related to the deliver! 
of their p r i m a r  business functions. 

d. Retaining a shared pool of technical resources required for large. 
expensive hardware & sofn\.are systems & those that require coordination 
among all agencies. 

e. Retaining the ability to consolidate hardware & software to attain 
efficiencies of volume. 

f. Providing for the consolidation of business & IT plannine & execution 
dunng both the budget process & throughout the fiscal year. 

o. Simplifyins the cost accounting structure whereb:. many personnel costs - 
can be appropriated & manazed within the agency where the!? are 
assi-med. nrhich is particularly important in the recovery of federal funds. 

h. Simplifyins the curre~lt organizational structure, which is considered bq' 
some to be unnecessarily large & unwieldy. The proposed structure should 
align more closel~r with business units & possibly result in a flatter 
organizational structure. 

i .  Retaining the centralizat~on of expensive hardware b: sofiuare whereb! 
costs will continue to be shared amon2 agencies. 

j. Maintaining centralized second level of support for highly technical 
Issues. 



From: Getz. Tom 

Sent: Thursday, June 16. 2005 4:39 PM 

To : 'peter.croteau@oit.nh.gov'; 'rebecca.bolton@oit.nh.gov': 'john.oneal@oit.nh.gov': Howlanc. D e 3 : ~  

Subject: FW: IT Council--Service Consolidation and Structure Review Committee 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Steve Taylor [mailto:staylor@agr.state.nh.us] 
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2005 11:51 AM 
To: Getz, Tom 
Subject: Re: IT Council--Service Consolidation and Structure Review Committee 

Tom--The Department of Agr~culture has funct~oned slnce the dawn of the computer age with absolutely no IT 
personnel. We've had to fend for ourselves and a number of our people have become reasonably competent a! 
keeping our exclusrvely PC-based operations on track. Thus we haven't contributed any personnel to OIT. 

Our major problem with the IT structure has been getting attention and sound information when we have had a 
specla1 project to do. In the worst ep~sode we were steered to an outside contractor for development of a new 
website. The contractor turned out to be a quick-and-we're-outta-here kind of outfit, delivermg a product with 
many defects and that dian't match up correctly with the server assigned to us. Getting this mess fixed turned Into 
months of Dnone calk. pleadmg and hassles for my people, and it still isn't fully funct~onal nearly two years later. 
OIT people say they're snorthanded and they obv~ously don't have our website as much of a pr~ority. 

Looking forward. we expect to contlnue to largely fend for ourselves, but we'd like to know tnat there's help 
ava~iable for problems that are beyona our capability, and that when we are requ~red to use outside contractors 
that such contractors have been carefully screened and that there is some way to have the contractors be 
comaelled to perform adequately. 

Steve Taylor. Agriculture. 



From: Getz.Tom 

Sent: Thursday. June 16. 2005 4:40 PM 

To: 'peter.croteau@o~t.nh.gov': 'rebecca.bolton@oit.nh.gov'; 'john.oneal@o~t.nh.gov'; Howland. DeDra 

Subject: FW: IT Council--Service Consolidation and Structure Review Committee 

-----0rigmal Message----- 
From: Hildreth, Peter [mailto:phildreth@banking.state.nh.us] 
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2005 3:43 PM 
To: Getz, Tom 
Subject: RE: IT Council--Service Consolidation and Structure Review Committee 

RE: OIT Senice Consolidation and Structure 

The Banking Department had h1.o internal IT individuals prior to transfenin,o to OIT in September 
2(.1(li. The!. 1iai.e the same offices and perform mostl!. the same functions, \vith the exception of 
addi~ional OIT adm~nistrati\.e tasks. 

The FJ-06!07 budget pro!ects an additional S23.000 in each fiscal year for OIT operations. attributable 
solel!. to OIT's operational o\.erhead. 

\Ve are fortunate to ha\.e tu-o \.en- competent and dedicated IT individuals. The?. ha\-e been able to 
effecti\.el!. deal \\.it11 the e\.er changing administrative requirements of OIT and p r o ~ i d e  the department 
tl12 continued excellent service the! did pnor to their transfer. 

\LC are concerned about the time spent out of the office at OIT meetings and attending to their OIT 
admlnistrati\,e functions. Neither of which appears to add value to the department's mission. 

The billing process for FJ'O5 is a great coxern  to us. At this point we have been unable to confirm that 
the department \\.ill not pa! niore than uras transferred to line 37 for FYOS. The external OIT staff has 
~ndicated that the department \ \ . i l l  not be billed more than was transferred. However. we remain unsure 
that niore will not be billed. 

The department has tu.ent!. six b a d  examiners that use laptop computers in their daily duties. The 
laptops need sisnificant horsepower to run the robust federal sofware systems used in the examination 
process. These requirements exceed the state standard for laptops. Since OIT became directly involved 
in our purchasing process. u.e ha\-e had to expend additional resources justifying the need for this 
additional horsepower. This has to be done n.ith even. laptop purchase even thoush the same people at 
OTT re\.ieu. each request. 

Our last laptop purchasing experience lvas problematic. We completed the requisite requirements. 
including the justification. for the upgraded laptops. In spite of this. OIT purchased the state standard 
an!m.a!.. M-e were not informed of this chanse: the laptops just amved at our office. The laptops are 
basicall! useless to us in the current conf ipa t ion .  Although this has not yet been resolved. the 
departniem has expended additional resources trying to correct this issue. 

1i.e understand that sonic senices ma! need to be centralized to ensure compatibility w,ith other start. 



senices and reap costs sal-ings when possible. However. we believe a majorit!. of the declslon; shol.iii 
rest with the department's management team. 

live feel that transfemng the positions back to the department \vould be the most efficlenr use l'hz 

department's IT dollars. 



From: Jeanne Gerulskis [mailto:jgerulskis@starhop.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2005 11:51 AM 
To: Getz, Tom 
Subject: IT Council - Service Consolidation 

HI-? he \.leu from m! agenc! is. things norked fine before the consolidation. and 11 nould  br. a good 1de2 
to zo back to that and unconsolidate 

The prirnan interaction we ha\ve with OIT is urhen purchasing IT-related goods and senices  

Goods Before the consol~dation. when we had to purchase IT-related goods. u e  
( 1  i ensured that the purchase all-ged with our SITP 
( 2 ,  looked at state conrracts to see if vendors had the items a e  sought 
3 I asked at leasr 3 of the vendors for bids. sometimes _porn: outs~de the state conrracrs ~f varranted 
t 4 I recommended to Adrmmstratn e Servlces Purchasing Dn.ision for selection the \ endor n 1111 the 

best product for our needs at the best price 
( 5  I bought the product. received It. and p a ~ d  the bill 

I think rhis process worked fine. it has all of the necessary procedures in place to ensure responslblr 
purcnasin: decisions. 

\ on .  even though n,e have an appro~.ed SITP. beforr u.e do an!, of t h~s .  we have to first: 
I a r Get an on-line appro\.al from OIT to move forward \v~th the purchase. creating additional time for 

our staff to fill out f o m  
t b ~  Negotiate. sometimes involving se\.eral staff members over several days. if OIT doesn't 

understand or like our purchase plans 
cc I Then proceed with the above steps 1-5. except now it looks like in FY06-07 OIT will purchase the 

equipment and bill us 

.-1.; tar as I can ser. rhis inclusion of OIT in the process a.astes time. tyins up both my staff and OIT sraff on 
bureaucrat~c procedures n hen there are pressing things to be done to fulfill penulne needs o f  the people of 
XH. \Ve ahead!. hal,e state purchasing policies and procedures to guide us. our approved SITP that \ve put 
a Sreat deal of time into creating and genlng approved; n h ~ .  do 1i.e then need to convince OIT sraff that our 
purchases are narranted'? .4nd for FYO6-0-. why should we have OIT buying our equipment and billlng 
us. Ir appears to me that t h ~ s  just puts yet another middleman m n.har should be a fairly simple process. 

Sen  ices For purchase of x r \  ices. there are also state procedures and contracts In place including 
Governor and Council appro1 al for certain levels of purchases of senlces. as well as  our approved budget 
and SITP So I don I t h l d  insertion of the OIT process for approval of each service purchase 1s a helpful 
addmon to the process 

.As DITII. the state IT o f f i c ~  was aln.ays ver! helpful to us. g i \ q  ad \ -~ce  and asslsrance. I reall! 
appreciared the help Tom Towle. Bill hrmsrrong. Leslie Mason. and \.icki Tinsley have given us w e r  thr 
!.ears I t  seems to me that the consolidation o i  services into OIT has added high expenses. extra lavers of 
bureaucrat!. and rhar things norked fine before consolidation. The people at OIT are ven .  nlce and 
protess~onal. I don't mean to d i spa ra~e  an>'one.s effonb. i t  lusr seems like things would u.ork bener ior the 
slate if our stare IT office took back its old role of leadership. setting policies and guidelines and asslstlng 
state agencles to develop plans. and then let the state agencies' IT folks take care of the details o f t h e ~ r  
agencies' IT needs. 

Houei.er. I do not have as much Interaction ni th OIT as some other state agencies. so  other agenc?, heads 
in the state may have a differenr take on thmgs. T o m  Bill. Lesle!. and \'icki rmght have a different 
perspective. roo: even though it seemed to me that things worked well before at DITkI. born their 
perspective they m g h r  have seen a need for a larger staff to be able to ser pollc~. .  direction. and provide 
occasional tech support to srare agencies. 



I hope thls is helpful. Please let me knolv if you have more questions for me. 

Jeanne T Gerulshs 
Executive Dlrector 
Chrisra McAuliffe Planerarium 
1 Institute Dr. 
Concord. NH 03301 

arn,n,. starhop.com 
603.271.7831. phone 
603.271.7832. fax 
603.56S.55 19. cell 
j~erulskisi~starhop.com 



From: Getz. Tom 

Sent: Friday. June 17. 2005 4:05 PM 

To : 'peter.croteau@oit.nh.gov'; 'rebecca.bolton@o~t.nh.~ov~; )ohn.~neal@oit.nh.go\~'; Howianc D e ~ z  

Subject: FW: DOC'S OIT Restructurmg Input from Commissioner Srephen J. Curry 

-----Original Message----- 
From: OLSON, BARBARA [mailto: bolson@nhdoc.state.nh.us] 
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2005 3:06 PM 
To: Getz, Tom 
Cc: 'wsimonton@nhctc.edu'; 'Lohmann, Keith - Dir - PST'; 'arnaiola@liquor.state.nh.us'; 
'barry.conway@nhvh.nh.gov'; 'bemmons@nhrec.state.nh.us'; 'bstephen@dred.state.nh.usl; 
'cmurray@dot.state.nh.us'; 'carol.nedeau@nh.gov'; 'dmitchell@pelrb.state.nh.us'; 'don.hill@nh.govl; 
'pblatsos@rev.state.nh.us'; 'jgerulskis@starhop.com'; 'jstephen@dhhs.state.nh.usl; 'jbyrne@liquor.state.nh.us'; 
'katharine.daly@nh.gov'; 'kaodge@pec.state.nh.us'; 'kelly.ayotte@doj.nh.gov'; 'maryann.manoogian@nh.gov'; 
'mablowichr8treasury.state.nh.us'; 'mnolin@des.state.nh.us'; 'ngardner@judcouncil.state.nh.us'; 
'prussell:@liquor.state.nh.us'; 'btla@btla.state.nh.us'; 'pezen@'ed.state.nh.us'; 'paul.kelley@racing,nh.gov'; 
'phildreth@banking.state.nh.usl; 'pthomson@nhhsa.state.nh.us'; 'sokane@dred.state.nh.us'; 
'richard.c.baileyjr@oit.nh.gov'; 'rflynn@safetystate.nh.us1; 'rwisler@lotterly.state.nh.us'; 'wsimonton@nhctc.edul; 
'rleggett@nhrs.state.nh.us'; 'roger.sevigny@ins.nh.gov'; 'staylor@agr.state.nh.us'; 'vmcleod@library.state.nh.us'; 
'john.dolan@nh.gov'; 'jackd@nhbfa.com'; 'Ilavertu@nhsa.state.nh.us'; 'Icollier@boa.state.nh.us'; JACKSON, 
ROBERT 
Subject: DOC'S O n  Restructuring Input from Commissioner Stephen 3. Curry 

Thank !.ou for considering input from the Depanment of Corrections in this process. b 'e \fpould like to 
address our conlnlents in four senera1 areas: IT Resources. Central Sen-ices. Purchasing and Standards 
and Pohcies. 

IT Resources 

DOC has in addition to the IT Manager. 3 developer positions and 4 resources involved in system 
manasement and net\\.orkins. One o f  the de\.eloper positions remains frozen. one position is currentl~. 
filled and the third is being recruited agalnsr. In addition to getting all of the positions filled. we would 
likc to haye thc positions and the budget returned to the Department. It is critical that the IT resources 
and the ser\.lces the! pro\.ide be  full^. integrated into the "business" of Corrections. The more our IT 
resources are kno\vledgeablc and inresrared into our business. the greater the level of contribution the! 
\\.ill be able to p r o ~ i d e .  

M'e belleve i r  is in the best inreresr of the Depanment 10 oam the IT resources that direct]! suppon us. 
Hon.ever. we also recoznize that there are certain areas that are beyond our capability as an agent!. to 
pertbm~. Nor do we possess a statewide \.ie\i- or perspective equal to the task. I t  is in these areas that we 
be1iei.e the role of a central OIT organization is very important. This is the orsanization that should 
de\,elop and promulgate technical standards. in both software and equipment. 11 should also be 
responsible for the revien.'audit of IT projects. stateu.ide infrastructure prolects such as net~vork 
upgrades. topolog!,. the nest le\.el of technical support or problem escalations. securit! issues and data 
prorecrion. and the helpdesk. .Additionall!.. the provision of remote access to agent! computers b\ 



appropriatel~r cleared users. standard e-mail across agencies, ~ecurit!~ audits (nework. emaii. mrerne:. 
etc.) are all requirements best handled through centralized resources. 

lk-hat the consolidation has not brought is the anticipated reduction of effort in resources and papc.ri\orL 
For example. the IT request for equipment or s o k a r e  is burdensome to both the Logistics bureau 
personnel processing IT requests and to the agencies submitting the requests. What used to take our 
Department 1 to 3 days to process now takes weeks to months. Part of this has to do with \.olume. 
admittedl!,. Another major contributor to the mounting hstrat ion is that communication of starus is 
often nonexistent, Some form of acknowledgement of receipt of the requesr would help. as \\.ell as 
communicating problems with signatures. authorization. etc. We have cases of requests for iirhich ii-e 
haxre recei\red no status or ackno\\.ledgement. These have languished for months at a time u.ith no status. 
\Vhen members of the organization inquired. the!? were told that they were not accepted because there 
iipas no signature. Issues like these could have easily and quickly been remedied and resubmitted if n.e 
as an agency were made aware of the problem. We believe this can be resolved to everyone's benefi~. b!. 
either adding resources and sjrstem support to Logistics. or returning the purchasing responsibilit!. to the 
agencies. 

Standards and Policies 
J1.e are amon2 those agencies who believe there are benefits to standardization to insure compatibilit!. 
and the appropriate interfaces behveen state agencies and their applications. Further. we believe that OIT 
should have the sole responsibility of determining the appropriate standards for IT equipment with input 
from rhe agencies. The desire to maximize discounts should never supersede an agency's business 
reasons for purchasing the equipment thar is appropriate for its users. An example of this is in the 
purchase of desktops. 
I n  shon. ii.e belie\.e that the state could maximize its return on investment in a central OIT organization 
~hrouyh the planning process. polic!. oversight for purchase processes. monitoring technology related 
contracts and agreements and pro\.iding some key centralized staff. OIT could also serve those smaller 
agencies thar do not ha\.e IT staffs dedicated to them. 
Stephen ,I. Curry, Cornmissloner 



New Hampshire Department of Education 
Response to OIT Survey Request 

We have collected a great deal of detailed information from a number of administrators a1 
the Department. I have tried to categorize the comments without reflecting all the detail. 

PLRCHASIhTG: 
0 The purchasing of equipment process is long and has man:. redundant steps. l i-e 

do not generate a purchase order. That is done through another g o u p .  U3en 
questions on the purchase order come back to the DOE from purchasing we don't 
have the answers because we have not seen nor generated the purchase order. 

s Different people call on the same item to be purchased and ask the same question. 
This is redundant and a wraste of valuable time. 
Purchasing equipment with federal dollars has become a process nightmare and 
takes more time nith no apparent savings. 

0 When making malor purchases we are being second guessed about the nature of 
the equipment even lvhen we have involved OIT in the initial decision around 
equipment. People not connected to the project are makins decisions on our 
needs without our involvement. 
\Jre believe there are inequities in the purchase or access to certain items. Mre 
have tried to purchase a search engine for our web site and have run in to a 
continuous road block and we k n o ~ .  other agencies have search engines. 

PERSOVNEL: 
Overtime appro\.al is cumbersome and ofien leads to work not getting done in a 
timely manner. .4n imponant dup. such as full back up of our data has been 
neslected for lveeks because of lack of approved time. 
DOE has lost some control o\.er our IT resources as the IT staff nowr has dual 
reporting responsibilities. 
Vv'hen we have data analysis people that are OIT staff and they work exclusively 
for a Bureau there have been dueling personnel staff policy issues. Supervisor?.. 
appro\.al of leave. comp. time. travel policies all seem to be in conflict. 
There is still confusion over the level of supervisor?. authority the DOE has over 
OIT personnel located at the DOE. 
b;eekends the system is down more then up since OIT has taken over. Many of 
the employees work on weekends through remote access. This has frustrated the 
employees. 
The system has broken the emp1oyee:ernployer relationship at the DOE. 

TECH SUPPORT. 
\l;e have been short handed at the DOE as far as tech suppon is concerned We 
had been promised that when we lost the 3rd tech person we would be 
compensated through the Help Desk support. We have not seen that level of 
support and hal~e not heard of anything that ~vould indicate support would be 
prowded 



Technical support to the DOE has suffered because of the loss of staff and the 
demands on the current staff. 
Statewide system for email has not worked well. lron Mail is a disaster at DOE 
and still is. 
Equipment repair response time is slower then it was without OIT. 

RFP's AND CONTRACTS: 
OIT should be used in a proactive sense to support the development of RFP's and 
contracts. If they could develop templates and support the development of the 
items then we would not be faced with RFP's and contracts being bogged down in 
the OIT system for approi7al. 
The Special Education RFP and contract for a nen. SPEDIS system have been 
slowed down. We had an original timeline for implementation last fall. We are 
one year behind because of OIT and AG issues. 
The Educator lnformation System (EIS) for credentialing is way behind (two 
years I.  This is full). as a result of OIT's inability to see cost effectiire issues and 
act on them and to reconcile contract language issues ui th  the AG. We had to 
n.aste time looking at a state contracted vendor's ability to do the \vork. . b d  then 
award the contract to the originally chosen vendor. The RFP has nom. gone out a 
second time. This could end up costing time and mane),. 

D.4T.4 A?D S O F T I I * . W  SLTPORT: 
We have not seen the sharing of developers we thought we would see. 

0 Our developers are consumed by another level of administrative accountability to 
OIT personnel. This is time consuming and another hindrance to effective]!. 
gettins things done for DOE. 

COST: 
This has cost the agent!. money! The overhead is a significant cost when there is 
no apparent adirantage to the agency. 
The consolidation has cost the DOE money ~ ~ i t h o u t  a corresponding increase in 
senices and resources. The fixed administrative costs charged to the DOE 
monthly seem to not impact sen'ice delivery. 
Monthly billings are incomplete and do not provide for us the level of detail 
needed to proper1~- charze the appropriate program and funding source. Month]!, 
\\re must request breakdourns of \\.ages and benefits espenses in order to properly 
allocate costs in our budget and grants control. 
A staff member transferred to OIT Central Help Desk is still paid for through DOE 
but we only receive a small portion of her services.. 

in  closing. the relationship of DOE and OIT is anything but a partnership of equals. OIT 
has carried out an agenda that may not be consistent with the goals and mission of the 
DOE. It has resulted in delaying important Doe information technology projects and 
lessened our senice deliver!. and ability to comply with reporting requirements at the 
local. state. and federal le\rel. 



The primary issues New Hampshire Employment Security (NHES) has with the 
centralization of lnformation Technology (IT) servrces center around increased costs 
and unilateral decisions by the Office of Informatton Technology (OIT) which ~nev~tabl) 
cost US more money. 

A. Increased Costs: 

Prior to centralization in January 2004, NHES had 34 employees assigned to the 
lnformation Technology Section. With these 34 individuals, NHES was self-sufficient 
and efficient in the area of technology. Under the centralized concept, NHES has 
received the same, and in some areas lower levels of service, but at a substantially 
h~gher cost. Key technological areas, such as web development and imaging, where 
previously NHES had dedicated staff, saw these staff diverted to work on projects for 
other state agencies although NHES still had a need for their services. Ultimately, 
NHES projects are delayed and/or do not receive adequate attention. 

For the period beginning in January 2004 through the present, NHES has seen its IT 
personal service costs rise in the range of 30 to 40% as a result of centralization. 
(These increases are after consideration of rising costs associated with incremental 
raises and/or benefit rate increases.) For the forthcoming biennium, NHES projects an 
increase of $1,643,002 in IT personal services costs. This equates to a 38.5% Increase 
over what those services would have cost if our IT staff were returned to NHES. 
Controlling costs is extremely difficult since charges assessed to this agency are 
unclear, unsupported and assessed under a variety of unidentifiable allocation 
processes. 

A good example of the effects of OIT cost allocation is in the area of help desk services. 
Prior to centralization, NHES had its own help desk environment that was providing the 
necessary coverage for the agency. Since centralized into OIT the cost for NHES to 
maintain those same help desk services have dramatically increased due to 01T 
overhead charges and the charging methodology of per PC not being equitable to 
agencies the size of NHES. The methodology is further flawed by not including all 
supported equipment in the allocation, specifically Personal Digital Assistants (PDA's). 
In addition to the increased cost, the efficiency and time to resolution has suffered due 
to extra steps being added to the process. 

For example - 

NHES solution - a user with a problem would contact the NHES help desk directly, a 
ticket would be logged and then the problem corrected. A simple 3 step process. 

OIT solution - a user now contacts the centralized help desk and then a ticket is logged 
Then the new centralized help desk contacts the NHES help desk to assign the ticket. 
The user is then contacted and the problem is corrected. Then the NHES Help Desk 
reports back to the centralized help desk which in turn reports back to the user as to the 
resolution, of which the user is already aware. As you can see a simple 3-step process 
has turned into a longer 6 or 7 step process. OIT has just added 3 or 4 steps to the 
process slowing down the time to resolution. 



With centralization, we have added extra steps (time to resolution) to a support process 
that is now costing NHES more money due to the unfair charged per PC method. 
Additional dollars have been spent, or expect to be spent, as a result of inflexible OIT 
standards and practices. A few examples of costly practices associated with OIT follow: 

1. NHES and OIT have discussed the need for NHES to upgrade its MS Office 
Standard from the 1997 release to the 2003 release. NHES would prefer to 
operate an alternative to the MS Office product it discovered that is offered by 
Sun Micro Systems free of charge entitled Open Office. OIT is insisting that 
NHES follow the state standard. By using Open Office, however, NHES would 
realize a saving per user of $250 to $300. With 660 users at NHES, we would 
save $166,000 to $1 98,000. (Incidentally, if OIT adopted Open Office as the 
standard, the state with an estimated 9,000 users would realize savings in the 
area of $2.25 to $2.7 million statewide.) 

2. When the Data Center needed to replace a Xerox high speed printer, NHES 
received the necessary approvals from State Purchase and property to buy a new 
Xerox model. The product was actually at the loading dock when OIT required 
that it be taken away. OIT required NHES to use an IBM high speed print solution 
versus a Xerox solution. The change created an additional 8 month 
conversion/implementation period, cost as much or more, and provided less than 
50°% of the print capacity compared to the Xerox solution that NHES wanted to 
purchase. When specifications were identified OIT failed to identify necessary 
add-on equipment and software required with the result that made the false 
appearance of IBM being the low bid product. This error puts NHES in violation of 
federal procurement requirements with potential consequences. 

3. The Xerox solution would have required no forms conversion time or additional 
associated cost. OIT chose to use an OIT contracted consultant to perform the 
forms conversion process rather than to procure software designed to convert 
forms which was available and would be less costly and much faster. The result is 
costing NHES between $10,000. to $39,043.12 when cost should have been $0. 

A. OIT estimated contractor costs would be $10.000. 
B. OIT actual contractor costs totaled $39,043.12 and took eight months to 

complete including the OIT contractor billing for costs to redo conversions that 
the OIT contractor did wrong. OIT paid for these errors. NHES is protesting 
reimbursement of those and other costs associated with the conversion 
process. Whether NHES or OIT pays in the end, the cost is still an 
unnecessary cost of 539,043.12 to the State of NH. 

C. A software solution could have been procured for $10,000, been available for 
future projects and been used by less costly on-site staff. 

4. The Job Match System (JMS) application at NHES had a production environment 
and a test environment running on a single DEC ALPHA server. In the February 
2005 time frame the server of JMS crashed and left NHES without the ability to 



operate the JMS application. NHES needed to repair the problem and also create 
a redundancy so if this should happen again JMS will remain functional and have 
a backup solution. The decision was made by NHES to purchase another DEC 
ALPHA server as this would be the easiest and quickest transition due to limited 
code and environment changes because NHES would be porting code to a 
similar platform. NHES planned to run the old DEC ALPHA server (once repaired) 
as the test environment and the new DEC ALPHA server as the production 
environment. The old DEC ALPHA server has been repaired. The cost of the new 
DEC ALPHA server was quoted at $68,000. OIT wants NHES to purchase HP-UX 
technology as this is what they would like as a standard for servers, and has not 
approved the DEC ALPHA server purchase. By not approving the DEC ALPHA 
purchase OIT is leaving NHES with no backup plan and a single point of failure. 
In addition, to switch to the HP-UX technology that was recommended by OIT 
would require purchasing 2 HP-UX servers. The HP-UX servers were quoted at 
570,000 per box. Going this route would more than double the cost to NHES to 
$140,000. Also, seeing it is a different technology NHES would have more code 
changes versus staying on the DEC ALPHA platform. 

OIT created revenues during the biennium budget process within the NHES 
appropriations of NHES to cover a portion of these excessive costs without the consent, 
approval or concurrence of NHES. These revenues do not exist and will not be 
available to cover expenditures, which OIT plans to assess against this agency. Below 
is a comparative chart showing the projected savings for the coming biennium by 
returning IT staff to NHES. 

OIT Budgeted Biennium Costs for NHES Services 

Base Budget 
PSlPB FT raises 
PSlPB OT/lemp 
Raises 
OIT 06-07 Total 

NHES Projected 

Base Budget $ 
PSIPB FT raises 
PSlPB OT/lemp 
Raises 

FY2006 FY2007 - Total 
$2,807,304. $2,865,667. $5,666,961 . 

Biennium Costs for  NHES Services 
FY2006 FY2007 Total 
$2,024.098 $2,062,300. $4,086,398. 

$57,086. $1 16,298. $1 73,384. 

$3.637. $7.439. $1 1,076. 
NHES 06-07 Total 82,084.821. $2,186,037. $4,270,858. 

NHES Savings $797,462. $845,540. $1,643,002. 38.5% 

It is imperative that IT staff be returned to NHES, the sooner the better. If NHES 
can provide any additional information, please feel free to contact me. 



Attachment A 

NHES Information Technology Staff transferred to OIT in January of 2004. 

NHES IT costs for Personal Services and Personnel Benefits are paid through OIT 

NHES has maintained its costs for Non-Personal Services within its budget. An 
additional $2,715,052. for these costs are still held within the NHES budget and have 
not been transferred to OIT. Due to the inability to effectively integrate OIT's systems 
with NHES's Federal Cost Accounting System it is imperative that the budget for these 
costs be maintained within NHES's appropriations. We would be unable to properly 
allocate costs to our numerous federal programs and would risk compliance issues and 
potential loss of federal funding. 

For the approximately 6 month period in FY2004 NHES costs for regular full-time 
Personal Services alone remaining at NHES would have cost us approximately 
$61 5.81 9. ($1.231.638. annually) 

Actual costs billed by OIT for regular full-time Permanent Personal Services was 
$825,413. ($1,650,826. annually) This was an increase of 34% or an additional 
$209.594 for that six month period. Annualized it would have cost an additional 
S419.188. 

OlT projects regular full-time Personal Services costs of $1,623,148. for FY2005, 
S1.721.312. for FY2006, and $1,765,982. for FY2007. This would create additional 
increased costs of $366.877. for FY2005, $439,916. for FY2006 and $458,958. for 
FY2007. 

Regular full-time Permanent Personal Services (Salaries) alone wil l  cost NHES an 
additional $1,516,079. over 3 '/2 years if NHES maintains its association with OIT 
Centralized Services. This represents an increase at the rate o f  34.7% throughout 
the 2006-2007 Biennium 



Attachment A: 

PS PS PS PS 
NHES NHOlT INCREASE % Increase 

FY2004 (6 months) $61 5,819. $825,413. $209,594. 34.0% 
FY2005 (year) $7,256,271. $1,623,148. S366.877 29.2% 
Current Biennium $1,872,090. $2,448,561. $576,471 .*** 30.8% 

*** Th~s reflects only PS spending. Total increases for the 04-05 eighteen month period 
will be close to $850,000. 

PS PS PS 
NHES NHOlT INCREASE 

FY2006 (year) $1,281,396. $1,721,312. S439.916 
FY2007 (year) $1.307.024. $1 ,765.982. $458.958 

2006-07 Biennium $2,588,420. $3,487,294. $898,874. 
RAISES (2,2,2%) 
2006 (net 3%) $38,442. $51,639. 513,197 
2007 (net 6%) $78,421. $105,959. $27,538 

06-07 FT wl raises $2,705,283. $3,644,892. $939,609. 

Benefits @ 48.5% 
FT 2006 $621,477. $835.847. $214.370. 
FT 2006 Raise $18,644. $25,045. 56 -40 1 
Benefits @ 48.3% 
FT 2007 $631,293. $853,351. 5222.058. 
FT 2007 Raise $37,877. $51 ,I 78. S13.301 

FT PS & PB $4,014,574. $5:410,313. $1,395,739. 

Overtime & Temp 
2006 PS $81,627. $96,627. 
2006 PB $39,598. $46,864. 
2006 PS 3% Raise $2,449. $2.899. 
2006 PB Raise $1 ,I 88. $1,406. 
Overtime & Temp 
2007 PS $83,603. $98,603, 
2007 PB $40,380. $47,625. 
2007 PS 6% Raise $5,016. $5.91 6. 
2007 PB Raise $2,423. $2,857. 
TOTAL PS & PB $4,270,858. $5,713,110. 

Addtl NPS 2006 $1 00.644 
Addtl NPS 2007 S100.106 
Total Additional Cost 2006-2007 Biennium 
If NHES Remains Associated With NHOlT $1,643.002. 

PS 
% lncrease 

34.3Yc 
35.1 O/o 

34.7% 



To : Tom Getz and Peter Croteau, Co-Chairs 
From: Susan Carlson, Chief Operations Officer 
Subject: OIT Review Committee - Initial Comments on Effectiveness of OIT 
Date: June 20,2005 

The Department of Environmental Services (DES) would like to extend its appreciation to the IT 
Council for offering this opportunity to participate as part of the Service Consolidation and Structure 
Review Committee to provide some suggested remedies to enhance the efficiency of OIT services to 
state agencies and ultimately New Hampshire citizens. 

Tne following comments, views. and suggestions are provided by end-users from across the DES 
based on their direct experience with current IT systems. These comments are intended to assist the 
Service Consolidation and Structure Review Committee with evaluating the performance of current 
information technology available to State agencies. 

Comments: 

DES appreciates the outstanding efforts of the technicians and other support personnel offered by 
the Office of Information Technology (OIT). The challenges faced by DES and other agencies are 
not due to a lack of expertise or commitment by OIT staff. They have attempted to serve users' 
needs under the new system and have been effective in keeping many of the programs In 
operation, despite a shortage of time, personnel, and financial resources. However, their roles are 
poorly defined and there exists a general lack of communication and assessment among the 
various interested parties using the current IT systems. 

Prior to major consolidation of all O:T personnel, equipment, and programs, an inadequate 
systems analysis was carried out that failed to predict or measure the type and scope of impacts 
that could occur from such a major change to core resources. Effects suffered by larger agencies 
like DES (a donor agency) included added inefficiencies, overly cumbersome software and 
hardware acquisitions processes. loss of control with dedicated personnel, an increase in 
overhead costs borne by agencres. and deteriorating onlrne services to the public via agency Web 
s~te 

Over the last several years. DES has ~nvested significant time and money in the ongoing 
enhancement and development of its IT staff and system resources, including its extenswe 
Website and Intranet. DES staff and the public rely heavily upon the DES Intranetllnternet as an 
essential program efficiency and public education and outreach tool. Before the OIT consolidation, 
the DES Webmaster: 1) took full ownership of the site; 2) was fully responsible for its continuous 
maintenance and improvement; 3) was fully available to provide consulting services in the design 
and navigation of new pages; 4) proactively maintained the site; and 5 j  was physically accessible 
to staff. The webmaster provided excellent turnaround times, and served as a primary information 
gatekeeper and manager. as well as an essential participant on the Website Editorial Board. 
along with Public Information Center staff, and staff from across the agency. 
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As a result of the OIT consolidation, DES has now lost administrative control of this mlssion-critlcai 
position. The job specifications for the position were changed unilaterally; the waiver process nas 
been a drawn out and confusing process due to the "fuzzy" ownership of this positlor?; and tne 
high degree of physical and organizational access to this position which DES requires has no: 
been possible under the current operational model. Being forced to work with 113 of a person has 
created undue technical difficulties, challenges in the communication of website needs by stat.  
and much slower turnaround times. 

0:- The current IT organizational structure is not working - it is too bureaucratic. One slze does not fit 
all. Smaller agencies may benefit from centralization and sharing of resources. However, more 
advanced agencies like DES, that saw major investments in information technology in the late 
1990s, should not be expected to close the gap for other agencies or to suffer a deterioration of its 
services as a result of such consolidation. 

0:- With a centralized IT group. agencies should pay less, not more, for a given level of service. This 
has not been the case. OIT overhead costs have added approximately $400,000 per year for FY 
06i07 to our budget. We are paying significantly more for less. Higher costs and lack of absolute 
long-term dedication of IT staff to our mission will contribute to diminishing Investment of 
deaicaied and federal funds in pursuing creative IT solutions unless program managers have 
reasonable assurance that IT staff are fully dedicated to agency-specific projects commensurate 
with cost allocated to the project. 

0:- Funding of OIT continues to be of concern since DES funds half of its IT staff from federal grants. 
OIT's lack of adequate documentation for time charged for federal grants puts this agency at risk 
of having those costs rejected by the federal agencies. 

a:- The approval process for purchasing both hardware and software needs a complete overhaul. 
Settmg a hmlt of $250 for OIT approval has lengthened the approval process from a few days to, 
In some cases. a few months 

0:- Purchasing has also become an issue when the opinions of OIT personnel override the decision 
making process of DES management. in one case, we were given a federal grant to participate in 
a pilot program. The grant allowed us to buy several PDAs to be used by field inspectors for 
contact information, license information, etc. We have not been able for the last 4 months to get 
the purchase order through OIT as they are questioning whether we should have PDAs. 

0:- OIT does not have a funct~onal support group for an agency of this size. You can not run an 
agency of over 400 employees without fully functional accounting and human resource units. Our 
accounting and human resource departments have spent a great deal of time doing work for OIT 
employees, simply because these former DES employees have had no where else to go to get 
help. The lack of these units have contributed to delays in purchasing critical software licenses, 
lack of sufficient recordkeeping for federal grant requirements and HR issues. 
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DES Recommendations: 

Purchasing - raise the minimum dollar threshold from $250 to $5,000. If part of the goal is to save 
money through bulk purchasing. then establish quarterly bulk purchase times for agencles to 
"jump on the purchase bandwagon" . OIT should also tae another look at the recommendations of 
its own team that reviewed the purchasing process. We recommend that much of the purchasrng 
process be delegated back to the agencies. 

More clearly define OIT's role in approvingldisapproving purchases. OIT's role should be one of 
providing technical advice and guidance; not veto power over agency decisions. 

If the lack of adequate staffing resources continues to be a problem, serious thought should be 
given to returning agency critical personnel back to the agencies so that we can function without 
extensive delays. 

Fully staff an OIT accounting and human resources unit within OIT. Hopefully, this unit will 
improve the recordkeeping and time reporting of OIT staff to agencies, especially for those 
positions funded by federal or other dedicated funds. 

Have OIT exempted from any hiring freezes. As this department is considered "m~ssion-critical" to 
all agencies, it should be able to fill vacancies without delay. 
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From: Getz. Tom 

Sent: Monday. June 13.2005 5:52 PM 

To: Howland, Debra 

Subject: FW: IT Council--Service Consoiidation and Structure Rev~ew Committee 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Lee Perry [mailto:lee,perry@WILDLIFE.STATE.NH.US] 
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2005 5:14 PM 
To: Getz, Tom 
Cc: john.dolan@nh.gov; Willlam G. Simonton (E-mail; Anna Mae Twigg (E-mail; Anthony C. Maiola (E-mail; Barry 
Conway (E-marl; Beth Emmons (E-mail; Bobby Stephen (E-mail; Carol Murray (E-mail; Carol Nadeau (E-mail; 
Charles Albano (E-mail; Dennis Viola (E-mail; Donald Mitchell (E-mail; Donald S Hill (E-mail; Ed MacKay (E-mail; 
G. Phil~p Blatsos (E-mail; George Bald (E-mail; George N. Copadis (E-mail; Jack Donovan (E-mail; Jeanne 
Gerulskis (E-mail; John A. Stephen (E-mail; John Byrne (E-mail; Katharine Daly (E-mail; Kathryn Dodge (E-mail; 
Keith Lohmann (E-mail; Keliy Ayotte (E-mail; Kenneth R. Clark (E-mail; Director; Louise Lavertu (E-mail; Louise 
MacMillian (E-mail; Mary Ann Manoogian (E-mail; Maureen Tully (E-mail; Michael Ablowich (E-mail; Michael N o h  
(E-mail; Nina Gardner (E-mail; Patricia Russell (E-mail; Paul B Franklin (E-mail; Paul Ezen (E-mail; Paul M Kelley 
(E-mail; Peter C. Hildreth (E-mail; Peter M Thomson (E-mail; R. Sean O'Kane (E-mail; Richard Brothers (E-mail; 
Richard C. Bailey Jr (E-mail; Richard Flynn (E-mail; Rick Wisler (E-mail; Robert Leggett (E-mail; Roger Sevigny (E- 
mail; Stephen 1. Curry (E-mail; Stephen Taylor (E-mail; Steve Reno (E-mail; Van McLeod (E-mail 
Subject: RE: lT Councii--Serwce Consolidation and Structure Review Committee 

Ton? - Thank you for taking on this task and the opponunit), to provide some input. 

Prior to the OIT consolidation. \\.e had three IT people dedicated to supporting the Department. A11 three 
positions \\.ere transferred lo OIT. They are still located in their same offices and appear to be 
perfomins exact]!. as the! performed prior to the reorsanization. 

Thier entire payroll as \\.ell as some operating and equipment expense was transferred to a 27 line 
dedicated to reimbursing OIT for paying their salaries and associated expenses. In addition to paving 
the same costs as pre\.iousi?. u.e anticipate paying an additional indirect rate of $250.000 per year in 
each year of the bienniun~. This represents a cost increase of about 75% in each year of the biennium. 

One example of the probienis this change has created is occurring right nou.. It is time to deirelop the 
Staten-ide Strategic Information Technology Plan. OIT is working with the IT Council to de\:elop the 
plan and set the direction for IT in the nen. biennium. A significant portion of the statewide plan is a 
result oftile needs identified in the inalvidual agency IT plans. so developins the agent!. plans is the 
firsr step in the process. Each executive department is required to prepare an information technolog>. 
plan. OIT is holding a n.orkshop to train agencies in preparing the plan. Agencies are highly encouraged 
to send one or more representati\.es to this workshop. Traditionally our IT staff has led the developmenr 
of the plan and would have been assisned the work and sent to the workshop. If we follon. OIT 's  
direction I u d l  have to a s s i ~ n  another employee to do IT work. 

The change has also created redundant!. in papenvork. b l e n  we have three people working full time 
n.it11in our asenc!-. \\.here is the efficiency in having one agency handle payroll then prepare pavment 
reauests that \ye have to process to reimburse OIT. Li-e're paying more money for sen ice  vet have the 
same 01-erhcad internali! process in^ pA!ments. 



While we are expected to pay the bill, we have no supervisop. authonh over the emplojrees 1ocarc.a In 
our office. 1 - e  are a dedicated fund agent?. and the work performed b!- these emplojnees ma! bt biliabic. 
to federal prolects and grants. The lack of control o\.er payroll and \i.orl; and acti1.i~. reporting ma! 
become problematic in future audlts 

I strongly feel that all three positions should be returned to Fish and Game control. 

1 am not opposed to the concept of centralizing some services. h X l e  we have not obsened an? sai?nss 
to date. it \vould seem that bulk contracting for hard~vare and sofruare should produce lower per unlr 
costs. Ijnfortunately the anticipated cost of computers is higher the actual cost of \\.hat use ha\.e been 
paying. I believe others have noted that prices for products and services are compared n.ith the open 
market. those of the "approved" vendors are si-mificantl!. higher. 

I believe there is a benefit in standardization to insure compatibilit!r and interface across state agencies 
and providing some depth to support smaller IT staffs within agencies. This could be achie\,ed through 
the planning process. oversight of purchases. monitonns contracts and agreements and pro\.idiny some 
key centralized staff. 

1 feel that a combination of centralized and decentralized roles and functions ~vould be the best approach 
for us. 

-----Onginat Message----- 
From: Getz, Tom [maiIto:Tom.Getz@puc,nh.gov] 
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2005 4:00 PM 
To: William G. Simonton (E-mail; Anna Mae Twigg (E-mail; Anthony C. Maiola (E-mail; Barry Conway (E- 
mail; Beth Emmons (E-mail; Bobby Stephen (E-mail; Carol Murray (E-mail; Carol Nadeau (E-mail; Charles 
Albano (E-mail; Dennis Viola (E-mail; Donald Mitchell (E-mail; Donald S Hill (E-mail; Ed MacKay (E-mail; 
G. Philip Blatsos (E-mail; George Bald (E-mail; George N. Copadis (E-mail; Jack Donovan (E-mail; Jeanne 
Gerulskis (E-mail; John A. Stephen (E-mail; John Byrne (E-mail; Katharine Daly (E-mail; Kathryn Dodge 
(E-mail; Keith Lohmann (E-mail; Kelly Ajotte (E-mail; Kenneth R. Clark (E-mail; Lee Perry; D~rector; 
Louise Lavertu (E-mail; Louise MacMillian (E-mail; Mary Ann Manoogian (E-mail; Maureen Tully (E-mail; 
M~chael Ablowich (E-mail; Michael Nolin (E-mail; Nina Gardner (E-mail; Patricia Russell (E-mail; Paul B 
Franklin (E-mail; Paul Ezen (E-mail; Paul M Kelley (E-mail; Peter C. Hildreth (E-mail; Peter M Thomson (E- 
mail; R. Sean O'Kane (E-mail; Richard Brothers (E-mail; Richard C. Bailey Jr (E-mail; Richard Flynn (E- 
mail; Rick Wisler (E-mail; Robert Leggett (E-mail; Roger Sevignv (E-mail; Stephen 3. Curry (E-mail; 
Stephen Taylor (E-mail; Steve Reno (E-mail; Van McLeod (E-mail 
Cc: john.dolan@nh.gov 
Subject: lT Council--Service Consolidation and Structure Rev~ew Committee 

Colleagues. 
Attached is a sunre!' that I hope is a good staning point for examining the issues assigned to the 
Review Committee. Peter Croteau n.ill be making separate contacts to f i l l  out the membership o! 
the Re~~iem, Committee and \ve will be settin9 up a meeting to discuss the survey responses and 
next steps. U'e can follow up on this at the IT Council meetins on Tuesday at 2:00. 
Thanks 
Tom Getz 

Thomas B. G e t z  
. . .. 



It can be fhstratin;. The High~vay Safer!. Agent!. was not consolidated with OIT due rc 
lack of OIT staff. this means the azenc!, has to work outside the umbrella ~ , h i c h  has i t  ' c  
difficulties. 

The Highway Safet). Agency is a small agent!. lacking IT staff. hom.e\.er the .4ccountant 
is responsible for managing the Agency's IT environment. The ayenc!.'s computer 
environment has grown to include eight PC's connected to a sener .  -4s the IT 
en\.ironment becomes more complicated. the Accountant does not have the time to 
research the areas and equipment the agent). needs for future IT enhancements. 

In the past. the accountant conducted the research for upgrades: etc. .  . secured quotes. and 
prepared purchase orders. These were basic tasks. 

Recentl). we requested OIT assess the current en~~ironment. Following the assessment. 
OIT made recommendations to upgrade the agenc>.'s system in order to remain in sync 
nith 017. Based on OIT's recommendations. I completed the OIT request form onl!. to 
be informed this \{.as not the process. I was then told to secure quotations from the 
Bureau of Purchasin:. The information I provided caused confusion and delayed the 
quotation process. Once the price information was recei~red. I entered the prices and 
justifications into the OIT toolbox. received approval. and prepared a PO for processing. 
This is a very confusing and timely process. 

After receiving the upgrades. the staff from OIT came to the office to review. the 
equipment. At that time I \vas informed that the wrong hard drives were ordered. a 
necessar!. adapter card !\.as not ordered. and thar i t  u,ould be more cost effectilte to order 
a nen- sen.er. (rather than uprading the existing sen7er). heedless to s a ~ - .  1 am now in 
the process of returning all that \vas ordered and going though the process of ordering 
nen equipment. 

I \van[ to emphasize that Purchasing and OIT staff have been very responsive to our 
agenc!.. How,e~.er. the process is now estremel!. cumbersome. time consuming. and needs 
to be streamlined. 

I recommend thar an OIT staff person be assigned to work directly with small agencies 
tim~ do not ha\;e full-time IT staff. This person \vould be responsible for reviewing 
equipment. securing quotations. secunng OIT approval. assisting in the PO process. and 
dei7eloping IT plans. etc. Currentl!, too many are involved in the process and do not 
understand the entire process. There is a lack of communication and deiined process. 



IT Service Consolidation and Structure 
IT Council Sub-committee 

DHHS Response 
June 20.2005 

Background Context 
DHHS is a series of businesses within a business. Each of these businesses has 
ongoing relationships \vith a number of cornmunit!. partners and \vendors u.ith 
urhom we interact dail>-. . b o n g  the groups \ye s e n e  

o Children and families in need of senices: protection. childcare. foster 
care. mental health. developmental disabilities. financial and social 
senices. These services delivered through several program divisions. 

o Public health services: public health laboratories. disease sunreillance to 
improl-e health of the State's population 

c Services to adults n~ith mental health. developmental disabilities. alcohol 
and substance abuse prevention and treatment. plus institutional and 
community based senrices for the frail elderl!. 

Like all agencies. ure have funding pressures. DHHS response: 
c Reorganized the Department to enhance focus on core program ser\.ice 

segments and maximize the use of financial and human resources b!. 
creating 3 'shared sen.ice7' model for administrative and cross progam 
support senices. 

c Transforni the Department's larsest program. Medicaid. to be client 
centered and financiall!. sustainable. 

The Department belie\.es that infomiation technolog!. is a critical enabler to our 
success. Ke!. to thar is taking highl~,  manual processes and shifting them to more 
digital processes to reduce cost. streamline operations. increase quality and 
enhance client focus around an integrated plan of care. 

Doing this effecri\.el!. requires an intimate knowledge of the programs. rules. 
Federal and State Ian and the processes unique to each of the above programs. 
As such. the personnel associated ~ \ i t h  these businesses specific functions should 
be reinterrated into the Departments from \!,here the?, came. 

The most critical aspect of information technolog!. for DHHS centers on planning. 
design. iniplemenration and management of application systems in suppon of our 
business. b 7 e  currentl!. ha\.e an applications portfolio of o\.el- 4(i systems 
consisting of a mix of homeyown. those purchased and enhanced b ~ .  State and 
\,endor personnei and increasingly system that are hosted external to the State IT 
structure using an Application Senlice Provider model. These application 
systems fall into two primary categories: 

c Transaction systems (MMIS. Neu. Heishts. Bridges) 
s Decision support systenis (EDM-. MDSS) 



Looking forward. a strategic direction will be to use the lnternet infrastructure as 
a wav to change how we interact with our key stakeholders includinz pro\.iders. 
legislators. clients and their families. the Federal government and the general 
public. This w5ll require a ne\\. wave of inno\.ation using web-enabled 
applications. 

a The key issues in the application system se_ement today are: 
c RFP procurement: this process is time consuming and confusing as roles 

and responsibilities are not clear. The business should own this process 
for de\.elopment. release and evaluation of a business specific RFP. 

c. "Charge backs" to the Department to fund OIT are a great source of 
confusion and require much time to _gain agreement. Just the process for 
initiating an effort and the cost to provide an estimate is quite length?, in 
man:. but not all, instances. 

c Business knowledge: The unique nature of each business or function 
within the Department and the challenges they face require a muiti- 
disciplinan. team with each member bringing functional expertise 
including legal. finance and proram. A representative who is part of the 
business. who understands the business as well as technolog!. is essential 
to define short and long-term solutions. 

c Resource management: OIT must balance fully funding its staff while 
meeting needs of the Departments. The issue is shifting people to meet 
needs where they may not have the expertise to do the job. 

c The current system has no structural incentive for a focus on qualit!,. 
OIT's focus is on operations and funding. DHHS bears all of the 
liabilities for non-compliance. missed or late deliverables. DHHS cannot 
hold OIT accountable in any substantive way as we would with an 
external contractor. 

Functions to remain in OIT 
The transition from control of the application and supporting infrastructure by 
DHHS prior to the establishment of OIT in 2003 to the present has had a number 
of challenges. Fundamentally. however. DHHS believes that several support 
services should remain centralized. These include: 

c Help desk 
c Desktop support and maintenance 
o Ketwork infrastructure desi-gn and maintenance 
c Setwork operations 
2 Data center operations: system and network administration 
c Setting of standards 
c Hardv~are procurement 
o Shnnk-wrapped sofnvare procurement 
o Desktop software procurement 



These semices. while appropriately maintained in a centralized environment do 
have a number of shortcomings thar must and can be addressed \i.ithin the curren; 
OIT framework. 

c Procuremenr process for standard hard~vare and sofnvare componenrs 1s 
problematic due largely to poor communication. OIT needs ro see each 
Department as its customer. This means communication of status. borh 
good and bad. providins complete solution and being responsive. is 
b 

c OIT is a complex organization as well and each agencJr needs a sin$? 
point of focus ro resol\,e issues that need escalation. 

z OIT and the Departments should consider some form of "senrice 1e\.el 
agreement" ro establish baseline expectations appropriate for the 
supporting function 



The Honorable Charles 5V. Morse. Chair 
Senate Finance Comm~ttee 
Room 304 
State House 
Concord h3102301 

Dear Senator Morse 

This is in response to your request of May 5.2005. In that request. you have asked for an 
analysis of the Department's IT costs over the past nvo years. as \veil as projected costs for SFJ* 
7006 - 200- shouid all IT functions be restored to State agencies In a manner s ~ m ~ l a r  to the 
situation prior to the creatlon of the Office of hformat~on Technology (OIT). 

.At this poln:. I cannot provide credible financial data within the time frame requested by 
>,our letter. T h ~ s  matter is complex and merlts further analysis and d~scuss~on.  I cenalnl!. do not 
\vant to offer vou hasti)?. prepared mformat~on that subsequent scrutiny shows to be incomplete. I 
do belleve the current structure and m~ssion of OIT must be reassessed to determlnr if the 
appropnate \.slue IS bemg del~vered for the Investments. and I nrould like to share se\-era1 01' m!. 
tnourhth \v~th you regarding N e n  Hampsh~re's manayement of IT. 

I full! supporr t k  centrallzat~on of certaln IT ser\.ices lvithin State government. T h ~ s  
cenrral~zation IS appropnate. cost effectwe and just makes common sense. My Department has 
undergone a reoryan~zation iastmg well over a year. A ke!. to this reorgamzation has been my 
strong bel~ef In a "shared s e n ~ c e s "  sup:)on model for the provision of administrative senlces to 
our program dnxions .  This model sets the stase for the Department to s t r eamhe  ~ t s  operations 

through uniform and conslsrent processes across the organlzatlon. The structure further enables 
us ro maximize use of resources. I belleve that a shared services model for the provis~on of 
cenain Information Technology support sevices. similar to \\hat I have done mith~n DHHS. will 
ultmatel!- save the State mone!. lvhile providing agencies with the support necessav. to 
accompi~sh the~r  ~nd~\.idual missions. The key question that needs to be answered is xvhich array 
oi'IT sen.ices belongs in a centrailzed organ~zation and w n ~ c h  belong In the business entity. 

55-hen concr~ved. OIT \vas 2 \ .eh~cie to el~minatr \\.asre and make IT more efiiclent for 
State agencies. n1.o laudable goals cenainl~.  supported b!. me In my role as Commissioner of the 
iargesr State agent!.. In  real^^.. hon.ever. the concept quickly evolved into one more focused on 
sa\.iny mone! n x h  les5 emphas~s on to dell\,er ser\.ices and products more econom~cally 
and effecti~el! 

The OIT organlzarlon conslsts of over 450 staff rover a quarter of mrhlch were transfers 
from rn!. Department). Its structure IS  an '.outsource" model bur one lvhere the organization now 
tasked ~vith dell\,en. of s!.stems. soiutions and mfrastructure lacks the abi l~n.  to manage Itself. let 
alons adequate]!. suppon State ,oo\?emment. It has no human resource funct~on. adm~n~smation or 
sraff training in its organizatton. Part]?- a- a consequence. the s!,stem by n.hich DHHS and other 
agencies are "charsed back" for senices pro\xied on their behalf is cumbersome and tm 



The Honorable Charles W. Morse. Chair 
Page 2 
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consuming The procuremen: process I >  inefficien:. requiring central appro\.aI for an) I1 
expenditure in excess of S250 This is not the fault of OIT staff and its management I oei~t . \e  
OIT is committed to offer the best possible sen.ice n.ithin its capaclp and has become a. 
frustrated \vith the current sJrstem as have the busmess operatlons OIT is m l n g  to suppon 

There are t h e e  ke\ points in m!. thouzhts. 

First. a number of OIT sen-lces can and should remaln centralized. 

3 Data center operations 

c System and netuork administration and operations for all business s! stems 
J Techn~cal suppon 

r\ - Help desk. desbop suppon and maintenance. network ~nfrastructure design 
and operat~onal integrq 

3 Standards and procurement 
n .., Establishmg standards for hard\vare and software enable the State &water 

bu!ms leverage as well as economies In suppon costs 
3 Hostmg of agencl web sltes 

Second. \vhers DHHS believes its interests are not b e ~ n g  senred b!. the current structure 1s 
In business appl~cat~ons development. 

The complex nature of t h ~ s  Department's progams. and I assume of other State agencies. 
has rrqu~red. and nd1 requlre m the future. extensive IT Investments. It 1s clear that trends and 
requirements at the federal le1.e; a.hlch dnve man!. of our programs. underscore that IT wlll 
become ~ncreasmgl! stratsglc as n.e look to streamllnlng. transform~ng and Integrat~ng s~ los  of 
sen  ice deliven 

Several of the base transaction s!,stems In t h ~ s  Department are old b! IT standards. and 
each \\ 111 require substantl~e financ~al and human resource commitments over the next several 
years hIost visible of these is the debelopment of a neu Medicald Management Information 
system (MMIS) for \I hlch a vendor w111 be selected shortl! The cost of this replacement system 
\\ 111 bs In the \ icinic of S 3 A I  

-4s the Singie State Mcdicald Agenc!. the Department is the desipated entin. responsible 
l o r  \\.orkin? n.itn our Federal uartners to acqulre advanced approval for critical federal financial 
panlclpat~on and obtam Isderai rnatchlng funds for the system ~mplementatlon. Ultimately. the 
Depanmenr I S  held accountable for ~mplement~ng requlred system  functional^^. and meetlng 
compliance expectat~ons. We \vould be sub~ect to financ~al sanctions for deiiciencles or non- 
compliance. 

Another example of an aping system I S  our S e w  England Child Supporr Enforcement 
System (NECSES). a mainframe system deslgned In the mid-to-late 1980's and operat~onal for 15 
years. The need to replace NECSES is at hand. and costs for this new system a . i l l  probabl~. 
esceed S3M. The MMIS replacemen: is federally required. while Child Support systems must 
meet certam federal standards to avo~d  financial penalties. 
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The Department has nenrer systems too. which require estensi\'e maintenance !lost o* 
our financial assistance programs are supponed b!. hTliv Heights. ~vhich is also 3. prima? reeae- 
of client data to other sJPstems Contracted maintenance costs of NE\i7 Heipnts are seiera; 
miliion dollars annuall) 

Designing these systems. desi-mmg changes and modificat~ons to meet continuou. 
federally required changes. testmg program-related changes pnor  to impkmentation and 
maintainin_r systems all require an intimate knowledge of the particular business supported b! 
t'nat system. The current OIT structure. where the applications development resources. including 
business s p t e m  ana l~s t s .  the project leads and the system developers reside in a centralized 
organization. 1~1 th  no direct o\.ersignr b! the business responsible for the outcomr. i h  

Inappropriate and fraught with risk 

These large appiicatlon systems provide the foundation for the Department to operate 11s 
business effectivel>. DHHS interacts \xrlth literall!. thousands of providers and partners in the 
commun~ties throuphout the State. The potentla1 to transform our busmess and to reduce 
operating costs in the long term 1s possible with the nest generation of applications. To  seizr the 
real potential in the investments for both transaction systems and Lntemet enabled applications. i t  

I S  essential thar the application of an!. technology be based on solid understanding of the business. 

The de\-elopment and deplo!.ment of applications requlres constant coordination at all 
ie\cil  between the business and the project team. U71iIe success is not guaranteed where the 
program 1s managed and controlled b> the busmess. no instances exist where a business has given 
control to an IT organmition for the management of the s!.stem 

Third. I beiie\e \ \e no\\ ha \e  the opponuni? to take a comprehensive look at 17' o\erali 
I(O detennme the most appropriate placement of fun:tions in a centralized environment and those 
functions most approprlatel! located in the busmess Pursuit of this OppOrtUnih would include 
ident~fication of the  cost impl~cntions requesred In your letter 

I b e l l e ~ e  tnat there are efficiencies and cost saxmgs axailable to the State. but to achieve 
these reaulres a re\le\\ o f t he  o\erall functions of IT and determine arhere is the most optimum 
iocation for these functions M! Department would be pleased to particlpatc in such a revien 

I tnank you fo; the chance to snare these thoughts \vith !.ou 

John A. Stephen 
Comm~ssioner 



From: Getz. Tom 

Sent: Friday. June 17. 2005 4:04 PM 

To : 'peter.croteau@oit.nh.gov'; 'rebecca.bolton@oit.nh.gov'; 'john.oneal@oit.nh.gov': Howlanc. Debre 

Subject: FVV: IT Council -Review 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Daly, Katharine [mailto:Katharine,Daly@NH.Gov] 
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2005 2:35 PM 
To: Getz, Tom 
Subject: IT Council -Review 

Torn. 

The Cornmrss~on for human Rights is one of the smaller agencies whlch I believe was the intended beneficiary of 
some of the consolrdar~on that went on within OIT. We have 8 employees (9 d fully-staffed) We are not In a 
posirlon to justify hrrrng people to taKe care of our computer system, nor do our staff have the expertrse or time to 
master the sk~lls necessary The most efflcrent service for us is one where, when we need rt, knowledgeable IT 
people are available to us The krnds of assistance they have given us so far are 

- advise and recommendations on plannrng and lmplementing an agency-wide system wlth PCs and 
LAN 

- Gettrng us onto the internet and emall 
- ~nstallation of software 
- Helpdesk 
- lnstallat~on of a new computer sent to us by EEOC to which we will have Internet access In 

September 

Getting ~ e o p l e  on call for us to use for the ordinary types of tasks a small agency like ours needs: advice on 
ouvrng new equrpment. repairs. installation. and website Improvements, is efficient for us. 

Katharine 

Katharlne A .  Dal!.. Esecuri\.s Director 
Commission for Human Rights 

2 Chenell Drive. Concord. NH 03301 
OO?-27 1-6838 
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MEMORANDUM 

Date: June 10.2005 

From: Louise Lavertu. Executive Director 
NH Joint Board of Licensure and Certification 

To : Tom Getz and Peter Croteau 

Re : OIT Survey 

Dehvered via e-marl 

1 am n.ritin2 in response to your June 6. 2005 request for information regarding the IT concerns of 
the Joint Board of Licensure and Certification. The Joint Board expended approximatel\. 1.748.30 
for FIT 01 and I . J S O . j O  for Fl-  05 for IT services and equipment. The Joint Board has budgeted 
S2.00!1.00 for Fl- 06 and 2.500.01) for Fl* 07 for IT equipment. The indirect costs allocated to the 
Joint Board by the Office of Information Technolog!. (OIT) are 10.5 14.00 for Fl' 06 and 10.305.00 
for F j -  0-. The Joint Board recei1.e~ n~ - senices  from the OIT. 1 have questioned the large charges 
to the Joint Board budgei and ha\.e been informed that the charses are for indirect costs and cosrs 
for web de\.elopment s e n k e s .  The Joint Board perfoms all web development in-house and 
recei1.e~ no - web de\.elopmenr sen.ices from the 011.. Charges for services that are not provided are 
unacceptable. I ha1.e questioned the OIT staff repeatedl!. about the justification for these charges 
and ha1.e recellled no explanation. 

The Joint Board could perfom] all required IT ser\.ices for less than half of the class 27 OIT charge 
to the Joint Board. I t  is unfortunate that the Joint Board and our licensees will have to pa!I for 
sen.lces 1i.e do not receil-e. 

in addition ro the concems expressed aboi'e. has been the OIT invol1:ement in a contracr issue \\~ith 
Ye\\ England Interacti1.e. the pro\.ider of the Joint Board's online licensing program located a1 
\i ii-n .~lhlict.nses.con:. Commenc in~  in Februar!. 2002. the Joint Board m.as the firsr State agencx. to 
offer on-lme licensing senices  to its constituents through the State's E-yo\.emment pilot program. 
The Joint Board's E-licensin_r program includes renewals for Professional Engineers. .Architects. 
Land Surveyors and Geologists. reciprocit! licenses for Professional Engineers and Architects. 
ensineer and land surveyor examinations and business organization licenses. Approximately half of 
the Soinr Board's annual re\.enues are currently collected on-line. 

Staff a1 OIT took steps in 3001 and 2005 to dissol\~e the contract between the State of Ken 
Hampshire and Nev- England lnteracti1.e. our on-line vendor ~vithour input or notification of the 
users i.e.. rhe .loin\ Board and the Board of .4ccounranc!,. Staff from the affected agencies discovered 
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out about the impending loss of our on-line licensing program inadvertentl!,. Action b!. the OIT 
end a contract that provides such a valuable sen.ice without input of the users is unacceprablc. 11: 
order to protect our investment and to rectif!. the situation. wrhich is still pending. sraff of r n t  
affected asencies has had to become extremely pro-acti1.e ~vi th  OIT. If not for the actions of a f i m c t  
agent!. staff. the on-line program would have ceased to function on June 30. 2005. 

J My sug,oestions for improvement of information technology management in State 
government is to decentralize information technology immediatel! and return IT - 
responsibili~. to the agencies. 

If you would like further information or explanation please do not hesitate to contact me. I \i.ould be 
happy to meet with you. Thank you for your attention to this situation. 



June 17.2005 

Mr. Peter Croteau 
Mr. Tom Getz 
Co-Chairs. Service and Consolidation 

and Structure Re\.ien. Committee 
c ' o  Office of Information Technolog\. 
2' Hazen Dri1.e 
Concord. VH 03307 

RE: Requested response regarding OIT Senice  and Consolidation in memo of 
June 6". 2005 

'Dear Peter and Tom. 

T h a d  !'ou for the opportunity to respond to our concerns regarding OIT support. 
respons~veness. apprn\.als and structure. -4s has been attested to b!~ a number of OIT 
folks. including !.ou Peter. and Barbara Hoover. the Department of Justice someho\\. fell 
through the cracks in a number of areas ni th  regard to OIT services durinz this transition 
that has made the support. budgeting. and purchasing process much more difficult than 
necessar?.. I$-e continue to u.ork through those issues as the! arise and are encouraged b!. 
no\\ ha\.ing an OIT liaison. Rebecca Bolton. assi-med to DOJ. We have seen impro\'ed 
responsitreness and folio\\. through. \vhich makes me hopeful for the future. 

C17hile there are a number of snlaller areas of concern. I am hopeful to work 
through those and n.ill concentrats this letter on our main concern. that being OIT support 
for ProLa\\. and FileNer. As ~ ~ o u  knot\.. we are a law office with the nature of our work 
deadline driven. often set b\, the courts. This requires immediate responsiveness when 
our IT systems are doum or not n.orking properly. The number of lawyers in our office 
has diminished rather than gro\x over the last several years. while legal matters handled 
b!. lhis office haie groum esponentialll. Chanses in the laws have only increased our 
n orkload. especiali!- ~ . i t h  regard to a recent Supreme Court rulins in which the Supreme 
Court nou- accepts all criminal appeals and most civil appeals. with our office hating to 
respond to all of those appeals. The cnticalit! of the ProLaw software pro, oram to our 
o f ice  operations can not be understated. It is vital to our function. to our ability to track 
and report on the prosess  of our cases (man!. rimes to the le~jslature).  i t  is the repositor!. 
for all Iesal documents related to each of these cases. and provides the data and support 
for staten.ide timekeeping billing for the legal component of SWCAP. 

Pre-OIT n . e  had tn-o IT positions: ( 1  ) our present Technical Support Specialisr 11. 
posirion u.ho 1s responsible for DOJ network operations and security as well as desktop 



support and, (2) a Technical Support Specialist I1 n-ho nras to be dedicated for ProLaIx 
and FileNet support. The present TSS Il' is extremel! bus!. and can not absorb these 
additional duties. While we can certainly enter into a specific contract nith ProLa\x- to 
enhance the trainins our lanryers receive with regard to case entr!.. this \\.ill not subst~tur-. 
for the follonring: - 

Practical knowledge of SQL Server 2000 (importing data. exporting data. use of 
quer!. analyzer. queries and general knowledge of SQL 
Programming experience using MS-Access 2000. especially as i t  integrates \\.ith 
ProLau. 
Proramming aspects of interconnectivit! of ProLan- and Fileset 
I;nov.led~e of Microsofi M-indo\vs 2000!XP operating system 
Practical kno\vledse of the ProLau. prozrani to better address the needs of the 
Bureaus to deirelop custom screens and reports 
Kno\\.ledge of Softn.are De\.elopment Life Cycle 
Database Management 
Help Desk Tickets 

This neu. case manasement system had been planned for many years nith the I? 
support necessary to presenre its inte-grit!.. usefulness and dependabilit!, factored into our 
budset for SFJ7O4!OS. .At the present time. help desk tickets is this area are being 
responded to. albeit slower than we are comfortable \\.ith. Ten percent of Jeff Ni\.en's 
time is a far cr!. from the full time person n.e had in our budset for this biennium for this 
purpose. Further. routine database maintenance is being deferred thus degradins the 
\.slue of our data each and ever! day. As discussed with you. Peter. and with Barbara 
Hoo\.er at a meeting here at DOJ se\.eral months ago. I need and have committed to fund 
niinimall~.. a person for fift!. percent of their time in the SF). 06/07 budget. \ria class 027. 
in hopes of curing this problem. 14: expectation is that i t  be one indi\.idual who can 
learn the specifics of our office. 111 an effort to minimize training and rework on our end. 
I be1iei.e that would be most efficient. especially given the lean staffing we have and 
\\.auld minimize repetition. Absent :hat compromise. I would like to have discussions 
with OIT to bring that position back into D0.T full time to address our concerns. I knon. I 
don't need to convince OIT about the necessity of proactivel!. manasing a system as 
critical as ProLaw. and FileNet are to the Department. 

I u70uid be happ!. to sit dmvn \x.ith you and discuss this in more detail if you 
belie\-e that ~ o u l d  be helpful. 

Cc: Michael Delanel. 
Chris Basha 
Rebecca Bolton 

Linda M. Hodsdon 
Director of Administration 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Getz, Tom 
Monday. June 13, 2005 5 5 2  PM 
Howland. Debra 
FW: OIT Serv~ce Consol~datlon and Structure 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Melissa Knight !mailto:MKnight'~labor.state.nh.us~ 
Sent: Mondaj', J u n e  13.  2005 11:25 AM 
To: Getz. Tom 
Subjecr. OIT Sen1ice Consolldarlon and  Structure 

Tom. 
Belo\\-. b lease find the organuation of, and recommendations for, NHDOL's IT intfrastructure. Should >.ou ., 
have an!. questions please don t hesitate to contact the Commissioner's Office a t  2 7  1-3 1 1  1.  Sincerel! 

Melissa linlght 
Ofiice of the Commissione: 
N H  Department of Labor 
95 Pleasanr St 
Concord. NH 03301 

To: Department Heads 
From: Tom Getz and Peter Croteau 
Re: OIT Senice  Consolidation and Strucrure 
Date: J u n e  6.  2005 

AT the Department Head meetmg con\.ened bi- Gol.ernor Lynch on April i .  2005. a number of agent!. 

representari~.es expressed concerns abour the effects of the consolidation of their IT resources Into the OIT 
structure The fact of such consolidation-related concerns n.as raised a t  the initial meetlng of the IT Council 
on Apri! 15. 2005. As a follou--up. the formation of a Senrice Consolidation and  Structure Revleu. Committee 
\\ .as approved at the IT Councii meeting on May 17. 2005, to be co-chaired by Peter Croteau from OIT and 
Tom Getz from the PUC. 

The goal of the Re~~ie\v Committee is to identif!- u-hether aspects of consolidation may not be working 
effectlvel!. and ,  if so. to determine if such issues can be: rectified lvithin the OIT framework: "unwound' '  or 
returned to agent!. control: or, addressed through another structural or  organizational mechanism. Features. 
services or functions tha t  fall under  this revielr. include, but are  not limited to: purchasing,  network 
operations and security. custom application and software development, desktop support .  human  resources. 
such a s  srafi allocation and productivit?., planning and assessment.  and project management.  

Please pro\ylde. b ~ -  J u n e  17. 2005,  a detailed description of areas tha t  >?ou believe are  not functioning 
effectii7el~- for your agenc).  the source of the problem a s  you see I:. and recommended actions, such a s .  reform 
\\.lthin OIT. 
return to agenci., or restructure in some other fashion. If  applicable. 
piease categorlze concerns In areas  of responsi\,eness b! OIT, agency management control, or cost. If  you can 
categorue specific concerns in some general manner.  ~t ~vill be useful ro the Revieir. Committee, which. if it IS 

determined there are areas ro be unv.ound. nil1 be attempting to establish a set of prmclples to guide its 
recommendations for further actlon. 

NH Departmer-t Labors IT Inirastrucrure 
SIX IT Staff 

o One Application Development Spec~allst  1' (I? 
Leader and IT Llalsonl 

cl Three Appilcatlon Dex~elopment SpeclaIlst IV 



o One Application Development Specialist 111 
o One Technical Support Specialist 

IBM AS/400 mamfrarne 
o Installed in 1990 and host cob01 

applications that drive all processes here a t  Labor 
o Includes over 1.000 programs and 100 data 

files 
Electronic Document Management and U;orkflow sjstem 

o lnstalied in 2001 and manages the electronic 
paper flow of all major processes 

o All incoming and outgoing mail and 
correspondence is  scanned into this system and the paper versions are destroyed. 

NH DOL Web Site 
o Provides publlc lvith information on Labor s 

1an.s and rules, allows for online submission of multiple state forms such a s  Safer!- Summay.  Form. 1Vorkers 
Compensation Coverage questionnaire response. etc.. . . 

Email and Internet Access 
o NHDOL currentl!. administers their oum mail 

senrer, but gains access to the Internet and  mail through the NHSUK netm.ork. 

NHDOL Recomendatlons 
The NH Department of Labor s INHDOLI IT group is mid-sue to small compared to other agencies. The currenr 
OIT structure creates man!- inefficiencies and duplications of work. The goal for OIT \vas to centralur 
processes In an effort to become more efficient and effective. The net result h a s  been the opposite. NHDOL has  
seen the lelrel of IT senJlce diminlsh and become less efficient and less effective. 

The NHDOL v1en.s the IT group of six located here a t  NHDOL a s  a core group that  is required on-site full-tlme 
to support. main~air: and delvelop the IT inirastructure here. This group is not available to be shared with 
other agencies and their salaries and benefits are billed back 100% to NHDOL. These staff should revert back 
to emplo!-ees of NHDOL. 

The XHDOL has  many issues lvith the OIT Purchasing process. OIT approvals normall!. onl!. require a day to 
two and KHDOL has  no issues with thls process. Money for IT purchases should sta!. within the agent!. and 
nor be piaced under the OIT 027 account. The process for purchasing IT equipment using the OIT 027 
account 1s mefflcient and prone to errors. NHDOL submitted a n  IT purchase request on Februan- 14th. 2005. 
Thr ]tern n.as a standard prlnter from the OIT standard prmter lisr and was for the Comm~ssloner s secretan., 
all t n ~ s  n.as stated on the IT reques:. The printer was not received until April 12th,  2005. two months from the 
reques; date. Too man!. of NHDOL orders are either lost or incorrectly conveved to Purchase b;, Propert>-. 

KHDOL n.ould iike to see a pool of IT resources to supplement their staff and infrastructure. NHDOL cannot 
possess ~n-house  a high level of expertme for el.en. aspect of technolog, it utilizes. This OIT pool of resources 
should develop and maintain standards and pro17ide guidance and assistance when needed to agencies. These 
semices could be billed back to the agencies a s  used. 

OIT Efiects on NHDOL IT Stafi 
The foul- Appllcatlon Delvelopmen: Speciailst here a[ NHDOL have seen little change slnce joinm: 017. The 
changes the! see are mostll- 12 tne numar. resource area. because :ne!. are no\v required to do thlngs for 
themselves or communicate with someone donmtown rather than utilize the HR stafi here in the building. 
These iour Appi~cation Development srafi 1s a core group that develops and mostl!- maintains the applications 
existme here at NHDOL. These appl~catlons are unlaue to NHDOL and requlre background knowledge 
business processes to develop and malntaln them. The OIT Impact has  been slight on these iour. but it has 
been a negative one. 

The one Technical Support Specialist here at  NHDOL has  been positively impacted b>. OIT This person deals 
most i~-  n ~ t n  off-the-shelf software and  hard\vare that does not requlre any prlor knowledge of thr  NHDOL 
busmess processes. This person has  benefited greatly b>. having a network of other 017 staff to call on for 
assistance. This staff member is still impacted negativelj- regarding an!- HR issues, but these are slight This 
staff member 1s our priman. Technical Support person and is not available to be shared ~v i th  other agencies. 
A t  one tlme lve had t\vo Technical Support posit~ons. but when one resigned we left the position vacant 
thinking lved recenTe backup from OIT. This remaining staff member is unable to properly perform all t h e ~ r  
dutles and we are consider~ng hmng a part-time backup to assist. The OIT impact for this staff member h a s  
b e m  positi~se. bur we see no reason thls poslrn7e impact could nor remain while being a direct NHDOL 
empiol.er 



NHD0L.s IT liaison sees the largest impact by OIT. This impact h a s  been both positive and  negative. Th? sma!: 
to mid-sue IT group requires this position to manage the IT group, work closely with even- group mernbe: a*?;: 
also be responsible for some of the day-to-day design. development, or troubleshooting tasks.  OIT has  
required this staff member to take on many new duties. Attending bi-weekly IT leader meeting iacilltated by: 
OIT CIO Rick Bailey has  been beneficial a t  keeping a n  awireness on man!- events and  changes tha: couk  
impact NHDOL. Attendance a t  bi-weekly IT Liaison meetings provides neworking 1 ~ 1 t h  IT liaison counrerpaxs 
throughout the state. Man!. of the other additional duties are tasks prewousl!- taken car of bj- a NHDOL s 
human resource person. These task range from reading and replying to a slue of emails regarding polic!- 
changes. requests to attend seminars on holy to fill out  forms, or requirements to coordinate sexuai 
harassment training, etc ... These tasks are still performed by NHDOL's HR staff ior NHDOL staff. but no!.- a r t  
a required duplicated effort placed on these OIT staff located here. 

Duplication of HR Staff responsibilities: 
Paychecks: Paychecks for OIT employees arrive from a n  OIT 

carrier the Thursday beiore each Friday payday. This requires one of the two staff members authorized to sigr 
off on these checks to be here lvhen they arrive. NHDOL's senior HR staff and  the IT Liaison are the tn.0 
authorized staff. This is a duplication of effort by NHDOL's HR staff and  the IT Liaison. 

Personnel Files: NHDOL's HR staff no longer administers the  
personnel files of the 017' staff located here at  NHDOL. NHDOL OIT staff mus t  communicate with OIT HR staff 
located do~vntown \ria phone. email or driving downtown if required. 

Supplies: OIT staff located here at  NHDOL are now 
responsible for ordering and inventoning their own supplies such as paper, pencils, pens, etc . . .  This is a neu. 
function and responsibilit~. placed on IT staff here at  NHDOL. This function was always performed ior them by 
NHDOL staff. which continue this function for their remaining NHDOL staff. This is a duplication of effort. 

Other HR Polic!. changes: IT Liaisons are inundated with 
emails regarding seminars on policy changes and hon- to fill out forms, and  which forms to fill out ,  regarding 
H R  functions. The NHDOL s HR staff are still performing these responsibilities for NHDOL staff. but non. these 
duplicated responsibilities falls on one of the SLY IT staff located here a t  NHDOL, because the OIT policies ma!. 
be silghtl?. different than those here at  Labor. 

Time Tracking of leave: OIT has  developed and implemented a 
\veb site that allows staff to submit their leave requests online! and  for the IT managers to approve or den!. 
onilne. This web site falls short In man\- wa\.s and have creared negative impacts. 

OIT Purchasing: 
This portion of OIT is the mosr inefficient and  ineffective of all. The staff a t  OIT Purchasing work hard.  

bur n.ork in a process designed for iailure. The first design failure is there is only two to three staff tnFing to 
perform \!.hat was done b!. 20 staff throughout the  state. The second design failure is that  these staff are 
required to complete purchase orders detailing intricate configurations on computer equipment the!. know 
little or nothing about. Either of these design f ~ i l u r e s  by themselves is a problem, but  combine these and you 
have a reclpe for a disaster. and that  is what has  occurred. NHDOL's IT Liaison spends too much time e v e n  
\reek coniirming orders were received. being processed, checking accuracy, and then correcting mistakes in 
orders. After NHDOL receives the equipment, we're unable to properly inventon them because we have no 
access ro the purchase orders. Even- item over $100 is required to be inventoried a n d  tied back to the 
purchase order. The best and most efficient time to inventon. a n  item is when it first comes in. Open up the 
bos, verif?. all is there and in good order. s t i c ~ e r  i t  lvith the inventon. number. enter it into the inventor\ 
s!.stem n.ith the cost, purchase order number. serial number, and etc. 

Tne agencles should be required to obtaln a n  OIT approval on purchases, but  should mrork with 
Purcnase 66 Propert! dlrectl\ to minimize errors and inefficiencies The agencies should be completing the 
uurcnase orders allowing them to malntain accurate equipment Inventon. systems 

o One example of many is a recent order placed 
in mid-April for 4 servers ~v i th  specifications for each server. After 2 weeks we checked in and found they were 
ordering the wrong sen7ers. Three weeks after that we checked in again to find the order was a t  purchasing, 
but was unable to see the actual order. so had to assume all was well. On J u n e  2nd we received a calI 
regarding the order. OIT had submitted the order to purchasing. They had 4 senrers listed and lumped all the 
specifications together in e separate section. The vendors bidding on the order had no Idea what componenrs 
went u ~ t h  each server. The bldd~ng rvas unable to move forward until NHDOL IT staff and others got involved. 
but more importantlj- this sholvs thar the staff translating and placing these orders to Purchase and Propert?. 
do not ha1.e the expertise required. 



STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL COMMUNICATION 

TO: Tom Getz & Peter Croteau 

FROM: Craig W. Bulkley, Chief 
Bureau of Administrative Services 

DATE: June 15,2005 

OFFICE: Liquor Commission 

SUBJECT: OlT Issues 

This memo is in response to your memo requesting detailed information regardmg 
Issues or problems relating to the new OIT structure. 

The Llquor Commission took a "wait and see" position when the creation of OIT and the 
consolidation of IT resources was announced. The commission's primary concern all 
along has been that our ability to function, to service our retail stores, to serve our 
customers. and to maximize profits for the General Fund should not be adversely 
affected. 

While we did not see any issues with consolidating things like email servers, we did have 
concerns for the potential loss of personnel, any adverse impact to our ability to service 
our equipment in a timely manner, to receive supplies and equipment in a timely manner 
and to manage our assets in a way that minimized any impact to our daily operations. 

The Logistics Unit of OIT has mismanaged many purchase requests we have submitted 
for items like a bottle of cleaning fluid to software update requests. These requests have 
either been delayed for weeks on end, or we get things for which we never asked. Then 
Ir takes weeks for them to take the corrective action to return items and properly credit 
our accountjsj. Th~s  has also impacted our relationship with certain vendors who refuse 
to send us products because of the exorbitant delay in their receiving payments 

The Logist~cs Unit lacks a clear understanding on how to obtain software upgrades and 
software support. Because of th~s, simple requests are delayed or completed In 
duplicate or tr~ol~cate. Wrong accounts have been used to draw expense money for 
these purchases. 

Our OIT liaison, as well as several employees within our finance section. has had to 
ded~cate many hours to auditing these transact~ons. Regarding the posting of expenses 
to incorrect accounts and the unacceptable delays in the procurement and payment 
process, it is unclear to us whether this is a symptom of inadequate staffing or some 
other issue. 

Our three commissioners believe that our IT functions. personnel, and appropriations 
should be returned to Liquor Commission control. The consequences of a major failure 
of service supper',, the inability to deal with a crisis in a timely manner, or the loss of key 
personnel are too great to risk. 

CC: NHSLC Commissioners 



IT ISSUES .AT THE LOTTER'I- 

! Purchasing - usmf OIT has been lrer!. s lou:  bu)-lnp drec t  \\as more efficient 

2 \ e u  computer installation - OIT should have a team of employees for install~ng PC'>.  thsss snouid 'nc 
installed m davs not months from dare of deli\sery to the apenc! 

1 Soft\vare - OIT should be able to provide a pool ofsohvare  experts to help agenclcs on the man! 
different applicarions that u e  all are running 

4 il'ebsite update - If the current IT employee is not available hou do we get immediate help" 

5 Technical help - X e  do not ha1.e an! ~n-house t e c h c a l  help ~f the current IT person 1s not a\.ailablc. 
for hands on help 

b Bllllngj - I t  has been a difficulr process to revlea the IT b~llinp 

Due to the Loner! unique IT needs. n.e need yenr knowledgeable OIT person(s) resident in our office If 
onl). one OIT person is residenr. inen another off site person n,ho is Just as knowledgeable should be readil! 
a\.ailable ro be called upon tor emersencies. Our operation is not Iimired to 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.. u.c also 
ma! need IT ser\.ices at nights and weekend. 

Georges Roy 



From: Getz. Tom 

Sent: Friday, J u n e  17. 2005 4:05 PM 

To: 'rebecca.bolton@oit.nh.gov'; 'john.oneal@oit.nh.gov'; Howland, Debra 

Subject: FW: OIT Service C o n s o l ~ d a t ~ o n  and  Structure 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Patti Edes [mailto:pedes@pec.state.nh.us] 
Sent: Friday, June  17, 2005 3:20 PM 
To: Getz, Tom; peter.croteau@oit.nh.gov 
Cc: 'Kathryn Dodge' 
Subject: OIT Service Consolidation and Structure 





From: Getz. Tom 

Sent: Monday, June 13.2005 551  PM 

To : Howland. Debra 

Subject: FW: IT Counci!--Service Consolidat~on and Structure Review Committee 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Donald E. Mitchell [mailto:Donald.Mitchell@nh.gov] 
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2005 9:16 AM 
To: Van McLeod (E-mail; Steve Reno (E-mail; Stephen Taylor (E-mail; Stephen J. Curry (E-mail; Roger Sevigny 
(E-mail; Robert Leggett (E-mail; Rick Wisler (E-mail; Richard Flynn (E-mail; Richard C. Bailey Jr (E-mail; Richard 
Brothers (E-mail; R. Sean OIKane (E-mail; Peter M Thomson (E-mail; Peter C. Hildreth (E-mail; Paul M Kelley (E- 
mail; Paul Ezen (E-mail; Paul B Franklin (E-mail; Patricia Russell (E-mail; Nina Gardner (E-mail; Michael Nolin (E- 
mail; Michael Ablowich (E-mail; Maureen Tully (E-mail; Mary Ann Manoogian (E-mail; Louise MacMillian (E-mail; 
Louise Lavertu (E-mail; Lee E. Perry (E-mail 2; Lee E. Perry (E-mail; Kenneth R. Clark (E-mail; Kelly Ayotte (E- 
mail; Keith Lohmann (E-mail; Kathryn Dodge (E-mail; Katharine Daly (E-mail; John Byrne (E-mail; John A. 
Stephen (E-mail; Jeanne Gerulskis (E-mail; Jack Donovan (E-mail; George N. Copadis (E-mail; George Bald (E- 
mail; G. Philip Blatsos (E-mail; Ed MacKay (E-mail; Donald S Hill (E-mail; Donald Mitchell (E-mail; Dennis Viola (E- 
mail; Charles Albano (E-mail; Carol Nadeau (E-mail; Carol Murray (E-mail; Bobby Stephen (E-mail; Beth Emmons 
(E-mail; Barry Conway (E-mail; Anthony C. Maiola (E-mail; Anna Mae Twigg (E-mail; William G. Simonton (E-mail; 
Getz, Tom 
Cc: suzanne.kenney@nh.gov; peter.phillips@nh.gov; john.dolan@nh.gov; meagan.rose@nh.gov 
Subject: RE: IT Council--Service Consolidation and Structure Review Committee 

Deal- Sirs: 

In response to !,our memorandum dated June 6. 2005, thank you for the opportunity to proiride a 
description of certain areas subject to technolosical applications within this agency about which I would 
like to comment. While these comments ma\: not be responsive to your specific solicitation. I m,anted to 
provide input from one of the active adjudicsting smaller agencies: (with the caveat that my frame of 
referrence incorporates onl:. recent State senice having been in the private sector for over thirty years) 

- Comm_un_ication: First of all. there is a need for a better understanding of what this agency 
can reasonabl!. expect in the level of support it receives fiom OIT and its help desk. 

- Purchasin~: The experience of this agency leads me to conclude that the list of vendors is 
short and that when their prices for products and ser~rices are compared with the open market. 
those of the "approl~ed" L~endors are ~ignificantl!~ higher. Similarl~.. the tech assistance 
rendered during the installation or L.4N integration efforts within this agency has been. 
simply put. temble to the point of m ~ .  refusal to pa!,. in full, the proferred bills of these 
pro\.iders. 

- Trainins: There is a lack of aitailable and affordable IT training for agency employees. b'ith 
much of the State's technolog!. capacity employed by 011, it would appear from our 
perspecti\.e that a short \.isit b!. a desktop tech to our office for an open "Q k .4" could 
sreatly increase our utilization of techn~log!~ and improve the efficiency of our office 
procedure and adjudicative process with a resulting savings to the State. -4dditionally it 
\srould reduce the assistance necessan. to aid this agency in techno log^^ application. 



- 5etwork Operations: This agency has a need for remote access to its computers. nor ~ u s ~  r-  
mail. but to allow our employees to access our LAX when the!. are outside of the office. \\.ill, 
has the responsibilin. to assist us in this regardY.41~0. I have the present understanding r i n r  

oencles. our web site is senred through the State Libran. as are those sites of other smaller a, 
However. notwithstanding that we have over a thousand case decisions in PDF t h a ~  are no; 
searchable despite the existence of software that would allou. such documents to be ssarci1c.i 
\*auld you adlvise small agencies to each host an independent sen.er? 

Thank you. again. for this opportunit?. to comment. 

S~ncerely Don Mitchell 

Donald E M~tcheli Esqu~re 
Executrve D~rector 
P u b k  Employee LaDor Relat~ons Board 
GAA Plaza Burldrng t: 1 
153 Manchester St 
Concord NH 03301-5142 
TEL (603) 2'1 -2587 
FAX (503 1 277 -2588 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

Tn~s e-marl ~ n c ~ u a ~ n g  any ahached flies may contaln conf~dentral, proprietary andlor prlv~leged rnformatlon for the 
sore use of the rntenaed rec~ment(si Any revlew use d~str~but~on, copy or d~sclosure by others IS str~clty 

~rohib~tec If you are not the rntended recrorent (or authorred to recleve lnformatlon for the mtended recrplent) 
piease contact tne sender and delete all coples of th~s  message 

-----Original Message----- 
From: GeD, Tom [mailto:Tom.Getz@puc.nh.gov] 
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2005 3:00 PM 
To: William G. Simonton (E-mail; Anna Mae Twigg (E-mail; Anthony C. Maiola (E-mail; Barry Conway (E- 
mail; Beth Emmons (E-mail; Bobby Stephen (E-mail; Carol Murray (E-mail; Carol Nadeau (E-mail; Charles 
Albano (E-mail; Dennis Viola (E-mail; Donald Mitchell (E-mail; Donald S Hill (E-mail; Ed MacKay (E-mail; G. 
Philip Blatsos (E-mail; George Bald (E-mail; George N. Copadis (E-mail; Jack Donovan (E-mail; Jeanne 
Gerulskis (E-mail; John A. Stephen (E-mail; John Byrne (E-mail; Katharine Daly (E-mail; Kathryn Dodge (E- 
mail; Keith Lohmann (E-mail; Kelly Ayotte (E-mail; Kenneth R. Clark (E-mail; Lee E. Perry (E-mail; Lee E. 
Perry (E-mail 2; Louise Lavertu (E-mail; Louise MacMillian (E-mail; Mary Ann Manoogian (E-mail; Maureen 
Tully (E-mail; Michael Ablowich (E-mail; Michael Nolin (E-mail; Nina Gardner (E-mail; Patricia Russell (E- 
mail; Paul B Franklrn (E-mail; Paul Ezen (E-mail; Paul M Kelley (E-mail; Peter C. Hildreth (E-mail; Peter M 
Thomson (E-mail: R. Sean O'Kane (E-mail; Richard Brothers (E-mail; Richard C. Bailey Jr (E-mail; Richard 



To: Tom Gerz and Peter Croreau 

From: Beth Ernrnons. Esecutlve Director. ?El Real Estate Comrmssion 

Date: 6 70 2005 

Re: OIT Sune! 

I am n ~ i t i n g  in response to your request dared June 6. 2005. regardrng any concerns with the effects of the 
consolidation of IT resources lnto the OIT structure. 

Softnme Det e l o ~ m e n r  The Cornmssion. don9  111th the Nursing Board purchased an off the shelf 
llcens~ng database from System -4utomatlon Corporation throush OIT. with the intention that t h ~ s  
database ui l l  be purchased and u t i lmd  b ~ .  \.arious NH lrcensins boards and commissions. OIT was 
responsible for the blddlng and select~on of the vendor. OIT mamtains the s e n e r  that hosts this llcenslng 
database and a small numbrr of OIT staff make chanses requlred to the database. correct malfunctions 
and conversion errors through the assistance of System Automat~on. Due to a very low number of OIT 
staff allorred to thls prolecr. the rlrmng of ass~stance can. ar umes. be very lenathj. T h ~ s  1s a concern. 
especially \vhen the change needed 1s imessar!r for the lssuance of a license. Should the change take 2 IO 

3 weeks or more. the licensee is caused to be out of work. absent a hcense. This does not say much for 
State sen.lcr As more Ilcenslng boards or c o m s s i o n  come on board. the tirmng of assistance will 
Increase. If this service from OIT IS to continue. it will be necessary for OIT to increase the support staff 
for thls project. 

Prior to enterm; lnto a conrrdcr n ~ t h  S\srern Automat~on I ~nqulred on the tunctlons of thr database to 
ensure that our busmess funcrlon~ 11 ould f i t  lnro the features of thls database S!srem Automat~on and 
OIT staff assured me thar t h ~ s  datdbase nould provlde ail funct~ons needed 7 o dare the database doe5 
nor fit our nerds and on]\  pro\ Ides rmnimal functions and requlres addlr~onal labor time of Real Estatr 
Comm~ssion staff 

Thr costs associated n x h  this database are also a C'omrnlss~on concern The C omrn~sslon will be requirrd 
ro pa!. an annual maintenance tee to System riurornar~on in FJ' 2006 of SC).h60.00 and S10.79S.00 In FJ' 
200-. Should the Comrmsslon be require to pay addit~onal expenses for the OIT staff for semlces 
performed on this database In addltion to the maintenance fee. the C~omrnlsslon would be forced to 
discontinue urilmng the databasc n,here there is no money budgeted for such an expense. The 
Cornmisslon. under Class 01-. nil1 be charged for OIT seruces of S8.190.00 in F1. 7006 and S6.1 ?.OU 111 



June 2C. 2COE 

Fl- 200- [Vhere t h ~ s  lr the on]! OIT senlce  utlllzed b!. the C o m s s l o n .  I assume t h ~ s  eypensr u o u i d  p: 

for t h s  s e n w e  

Purchasinc It 1s has been explained b! OIT that the! \\ 111 be In charse of purchas~ng comuuter 
equlprnent and perform the payment process. and In turn. the \ arlous agencles \\ 111 be requ~red to pa! O! 1 
for thls s e n w e  I ieel this 1s an unnecessar! s e n  Ice and should remaln n ~ t h  each r n d ~ \ ~ d u a l  agent\ Tnl- 
serwce w11l cause an unnecessan cost ~n f l a t~on  to the agencles 

Other Costs: I do h o \ v  that pan  of the charges to the C o m s s l o n  for OIT s e n x e s  that fall undrr Cias. 
02s Include charges for web development The C o m s s ~ o n  webs~te IS de\,elopeci and malntaned b! 
Real Estate C o m s s ~ o n  staff. OIT does not prov~de  an!. \\,eb development s e r \ x e  for the Comrmssio~: 

Help Desk. The OIT Help Desk. I belleve. is a very good s e n x e  and should continue. The s e n x e  and 
suppon n e  hs\.e rece~vrd  from the staffof the Help Desb has been ver! valuable 

In summar!. ~f there n 111 be add~ t~ona l  costs charged to the Cornrmssion In a d d ~ t ~ o n  to ths amounts 
budgered in Class 02-. the C o m s s ~ o n  \s.ould not be able to pay for such semlces \\,here thcre are no 
additional monles budgeted for these s e n  Ices 

Should you ha\.e an! questions or concerns. pleasr feel free to contact me at ( 6 0 3 )  271-2:39 



DRA Issues and Experiences with OIT: 

1 Lack of 011 Communication - OIT frequently makes system changes w~thout notlrv~nc 
DRA in Advance For example, the week endmg March 4'' two DRA employees 
exper~enced a swarm of viruses and ~mmedlately requested help Upon lnspectlon bv ou- 
ass~gned DRA embedded staff, lt was discovered that Ironmall was down and OIT hac 
not notifled us Only after we mqu~red of OIT regard~ng the status of Ironmall did they 
send out a notice to let people know they were susceptible to vlruses 

S Unexplained Folder Permission Changes - Recently. ~t has become common for two or 
three users to suddenly lose all of their permissions to a folder, yet we d ~ d  not lnlt~ate or 
request the changes whlch causes DRA to suspect that OIT is remotely accessing our 
folders and maklng unrequested changes. 

Windows Security - Prior to the establishment of OIT. DRA had a server that managed 
every PC to make sure it had the latest and greatest windows security patches: we would 
approve the updates to the server and every day the server would send out the updates 
to the PCs that needed them. When we experienced a significant vlrus issue last year. 
OIT shut down this DRA Windows Security feature. Now when OIT initiates an uodate, 
our embedded staff must physically touch every PC to perform the update. It is a very 
long and cumbersome project. Our DRA Regional Drive location takes almost half a day 
with 3 people doing it because most of our assessors have their PCs with them as the 
work and travel out of the off~ce all over the state. 

Note: In March of 2005, DRA had configured the DRA server to automate all of these 
updates, however. we have yet to receive OIT approval to deploy these automated 
Wlndows Updates. When we inquire about the status of this approval, we do not receive 
a response. Durmg the Interim, we continue to invest significant time and resources 
conducting manual updates that could be automated. 

\ Local 75MB quota - Around February 10th. one of our embedaed stafi was ~nstallmg a 
new PC for a user Wnen she was logged out of her current PC and then logged on to 
her new PC her new computer d~splayed a message that said her OS was unstable and 
that her prof~le and documents could have been lost Upon further inspection ~t was 
discovered that her harddrlve was set at only 75MB Prevlous to this OIT had sent an e- 
mall ~nd~ca t~ng  that everyone s dafault quota on the Appserver would go from 50MB to 
75MB whlch meant that a local quota on the harddr~ves was pushed out from the server 
by OIT We ~mmediately notlf~ed OIT that lf we lost power there was a potential that all 
DRA users who logged out and then back In could have experienced the same problem 
and all would have had to be manually restored Had we not d~scovered th~s ourselves 
and not~ f~ed OIT the potentla1 negatwe Impact on our agency could have been 
s~gnlflcan: 

\ OIT lnit~ated Computer Name Changes - OIT decided we need to change our 
computer namlng p o k y  to f ~ t  theirs It does not make good busmess sense for our 
agency to do th~s  For example. our old namlng convention was DRA-CHE-XP-AUD-JD 
What th~s told us was that this person worked at Chenell Drive, has Wlndows XP as an 
Operatmg System. and the user was John Doe Thls told us exactly who John Doe IS and 
what tools ( ~ e  setup dlscs, dr~vers. etc ) m~ght be needed to service the John Doe OIT 
dec~ded to change ~t to be DRACHEAUD000360 It IS much harder to read and ~t only 
tells us the user IS located In the Aud~t Dlvlslon at our DRA Chenell Drwe locat~on It 
doesn't tell us what OS they have and It only glves us the tag number on the s~de of the 
PC Now to locate users we nave to check a database whlch IS t~me-consummmg 
especially ~f ther machlne IS Dropagatlng vlruses 



S Procurement - This process surely saves us money but while it does that it IS still very 
slow. It takes a lot longer to recelve equipment, even something as basic as USB mlce 
Another major flaw is because OIT is doing the purchasing things aren't going to the rlght 
agency, and staying there for months. We had a maintenance kit that was at another 
State agency and whoever had it failed to call over and ask if we needed it. It took aDOUt 
6 months to get. Although the standards save everyone money, agencies may have been 
better served if each agency's needs were evaluated more carefully in advance. 

01T Initiated Server Name Changes - OIT wanted to change our application server 
name from Appserver to CHNDRAFPI. The reasoning behind it was they wanted to OIT 
techs to be able to quickly identify it when they are accessing it remotely. Prior to doing 
this, DRA suggested we all meet to discuss the problems that occurred when changes 
were instituted at our DRA Regional Drwe location. When we joined the REV domam 
over from the REVCS, there were users there that had to rewrite macros, and all sons of 
database related links broke. One database alone used by many DRA staff is connected 
to almost 300 other documents. These documents (all 300) had to be relinked. And thrs 
was only one user that had to redo their macros and links. In order to make this 
organizational change, we would have had to changed homegrown applications, and 
anyone that had macros or documents that relied on the Appserver name would all need 
to be flxec!. Had OIT initiated this changes without meeting with us first, there would have 
been a significant negative impact on our DRA staff. 

1 SPAM - before OIT, DRA never had a single piece of SPAM. Now, it is common to have 
10-30 pieces of SPAM in mailboxes per day, even more depending what OIT distribut~on 
lists you are on; addmg the lronmail component was a solution that OIT had to implement 
to correct a problem that it appears they caused. 

S DNS issue with AS1400 - In February, 2005, shortly after OIT removed an "old DNS 
entry" on one of the servers, the AS1400 experienced issues sending mail notification to 
people who needed it about certaln actions taking place. It took almost a week for two of 
our em~edded staff to correct the problems created at DRA by the OIT removal of this 
"old DNS entry." 

1 OIT Switch Lock Out - In FebruarylMarch, 2004, DRA experienced a significantly large 
virus issue, email and the Internet was down. While e-mail and internet access is 
convenrent to our business functions, it is not nearly as important a business function as 
the ability to data enter tax returns and payments. While our embedded staff was 
working qurckly to re-estabhsh our data entry capabilities, OIT felt it more important to 
work on f~xrng email and the Internet. Our embedded staff finally used the console to get 
onto our switch and f~gure out what was wrong and promptly fixed the problems. 
Recently. our embedded staff attempted to jump onto the switch to troubleshoot some 
recent DRA issues we experienced, but he could not as OIT has since decided to lock 
our embedded staff out without our knowledge. 

\ Reduced DRA Embedded Staff Privileges - Recently, OIT requrred DRA embedded 
staff to justify DRA tasks and adm~n~strat~ve prrvdeges As a result. OIT determmed that 
most of our embedaed staff adm~n~stratlve tasks would be taken over by OIT Thls has 
already been mplemented and now our embedded staff has to logon to the server w~th 
new names and l~mrted pr~v~leges 



The board is a v e q  small agency comprised of four full time members and eighr 
staff. We. like many other small agencies. have no one on staff to suppon our IT needs. 
Since having some limited technical suppon from OIT. specificall).. Mr. Matthen. Moore. 
Department of Safetj,. durins fiscal year 2005. the board has received outstanding 
emergency and non-emergency support. We have been able to solve many issues well 
~frithin our budgetary limitations. OIT has billed the board for the support during the 
interim while anticipating signing a Memorandum of Understanding with OIT to become 
a partner agencJr in fiscal year 2006. In anticipation of receiving this permanent suppon. 
the board budgeted S6.000 for fiscal years 2006 6; 2007. It has been approved in the 
Go~rernor's version of the budget and we are anticipating legislati~~e approval as well. 

During our many conversations with OIT staff. it has been expressed that our 
newnork setup and configuration is very "unorthodox" and not the standard used in other 
state agencies. OIT would like to see this changed and hoped to accomplish this in the 
upcoming biennium. Consequentl~.. it is difficult for an outside vendor to service our 
system. In the past. each time an outside vendor was called a different technician uras 
assigned and it was complicated and cumbersome to try and explain our system 
configuration before sol~ring the issue. This meant more time spent in our office. thus. 
incumng greater charges to the a,oenc~-. 

In closing. if  the board does not have the option of receiving support from OIT in 
the future. it n.ould be expensive to the state and could negative]). impact the services the 
board provides the citizens of Sen .  Hampshire. 



Michael A. Ablowich 
STATE TREASURER 

THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT 
25 CAPITOL STREET. ROOM 121 

CONCORD NH 0330: 
(603) 271-8413 

FAX (603) 271-3922 
EMAIL. bdescnenes@treasu~.sfate.nh.us 
TDD Access: Relay NH 1-800-735-2964 

To: Tom Getz and Peter Croteau 
Re: Response to OIT Consolidation and Structure 
Date: June 16, 2005 

Brian K. Deschenes 
Iniormar~o- Tec?no:cp. 38.e~:: 

Gentlemen, 

Please accept the following information below as response to your request for 
information in regards to OIT Consolidation. 

Treasury has not been directly involved with any OIT consolidation initiative to date. So 
concerns of consolidating Treasury's IT services and resources have yet to be identified 
if not first discussed with OIT and Treasury's agency head. 

Treasury currently facilitates it's own IT resources that are not general funded positions. 
Funding for these 2 current and 1 vacant positions is obtained through the Abandoned 
Property Division. Of these positions one is an IT Manager, one is a Systems Developer 
and the vacant position is a Tech support role. Of these positions Treasury deems them 
to be more than IT roles but also have nested business functions as part of its daily 
tasks, in the areas of Check disbursement, Debt management, Check Fraud Avoidance, 
Account reconciliation and Bank data collaboration as well as the fiscal year closing 
processes. Any attempts of consolidation would need to be carefully reviewed in greater 
detail. 

Sincerely. 
Brian Deschenes 
IT Director 
State of New Hampshire Treasury 
25 Cap~tol Street 
State House Annex 
Concord. NH 03301 



New Hampshire Veterans Home 
139 K i n t e r  Street  

Tilton. NH 03276-54 11 
\A \ \ \ \  . ~ ~ I i . p ~ ) \ . \ e r e r a i ~ ~  

To: Tom Getz and Peter Croteau 

From: Ban! E. Conu.a~.. Commandant 

Re: OIT Ser\,ice Consolidation and Structure 

Date. June 16. 3005 

This memo is in response to your ivriting of June 6.2005. regarding OIT Service Consolidation and Structure. 

The Ne\\ Hampshire i'eterans Home's IT program is focused on supporting our primary business function. 
This includes the need for specific clinical sofiware as well as the addition of our nen. pharmacy system. 

I11 the current biennium. the Neu. Hampshire i;eterans Home has had no indirect monetary costs associated nit11 
OIT as some agencies n.ho are billed monthl~.  for s e n k e s .  Currentl\.. the largest effect has been the extra steps 
in\,ol\.ed in ordering equipment. supplies and sen,ices ivith the imposed 52.50 threshold. The time it has taken 
10 flou. requests through OIT just to access existins contracts negotiated previously by the State has been 
inefficient and has cost time and effort on our part. 

Belon please find more specific areas ~ r h i c h  are not effectively meeting our needs 

Communication: Requests to attend important meetings at OIT are sent out just a day or two prior to the 
meetins. If OIT requires infornlation from the i'eterans Home. we are expected to drop everything. compile 
and subnlit the information needed. This happens repeatedl~.. This information takes more time to plan and 
compile as i t  pertains to important pro-iects such as capital budget justifications. etc. The \,arious subdivisions 
of OIT personnel keep changing nrhich creates a lack of continuit!.. The Veterans Home is a 24'7 operation. 
and there I S  no help desk support be>,ond the hours of 4:OO p.m. Monda>- thru Fnda\.. 

Purchasinc: LVe have an esrremely limited list of items mre can purchase. There is such little difference 
betn;een the specs for the hish end PC and the other PC that we are allowed to order. Conrinuously needing to 
submit -iustification for the purchasing of equipment is time-consuming. One time it took over a month to make 
an emergency purchase of a replacement uni\,ersal power supply. There are no specs available for items such as 
serl-ers. sn.itc11es. and routers. yet if \ r e  attempr to purchase one that does not meet these nonexistent specs. we 
are denied. After we purchase what they recommend. there is no a\railable trainins or documentation to support 
these products in-house. The state has onl:. one contract for software - Software House International. This 
leads to a noncompetiti\~e en\.ironmenr. 



5250 Limit: We feel that it is unreasonable to force us to go through OIT for purchases in excess of S25t.1 as 
there are feu- items or services available for under that amount. As OIT has alread! negotiated a pricc 01; 21: 

standard hard~vare. software and most miscellaneous items. we ha1.e the have the nght to admlnlster our buds;.: 
as we see fit. Additionally. the fact that the 1.eterans Home still must go t h r o u ~ h  OIT as the first srcp in rhc 
procurement process - even for these nesotiated purchases - is a redundant and unnecessar!. step. Compllcarin; 
this. the actual ordering must be done through the Bureau of Purchase Sr Propert!.. In other pre-negorlated 
contracts. agencies onl! need to file a single form in the purchases made through Purchase br Propen!. Even 
though OIT is turning o\.er the approval process quicker these days. it is still a time consumrng and unnecessar? 
step. 

U:e ~ rou ld  support a process that would require OIT involvement for non-srandard items or sen3ces that ha\.? 
not been negotiated as i t  n~ould. for the most part. save the Home time and effort in doin2 i t  ourseh.es and iec! 
that this is an area \?.here the greater expertise of a central agency mrould be of benefit to most smaller agencies 
such as the 1,-eterans Home. E\.en under that scenario. however. once an item has been researched and 
negotiared. the Home should not be forced to submit this information to another agency for the actual order. 

The amount of time. dela!- and redundancy to process papemork required to purchase items has a significant 
cost. Ha\ing ro purchase maintenance agreements when we purchase Dell computers. for example. is an 
additional S100 per computer. The amount of time placed on hold when calling Dell and \\airing for a 
technician io spend 15 seconds replacing a part that we could have done oursehres is also an additional cosr. 
1Z.e arc also requ~red to purchase iess qualit?. computers that Lve ~vill  have to replace on a more frequent basis - 
again going through the same length!. process. 

Netn.ork Operations: Plans to change the W.LLK are not shared. Monitoring is sporadic at best. Email is 
a\.ailable offsite. but functions poorl!,. It is possible to read email. but other functionality does not work. e\.en 
simple tasks such as replying or fon\.arding. Abilit!, to access nehvork resources after hours is available. but 
difficult to configure and manage. 

Document hlanauement: Man!- asencies use man!. of the same documents. Most of these documents are NOT 
a\.ailable electronicall!.. hlan!. of them still use multipart forms and require typewriters. The forms that could 
be a\.ailable in a central location are not. and thz ones that ma!. be available are impossible to find. This leaves 
the agency to create a version of the documenr. h4ultiply each form b\. the number of  agencies equals a lot of 
\\,asred time. In addition to the statenide docun~ent management. there are no standards for the manasenlent of 
documents. often making document shanng and collaboration difficult. 

IT Planninrr. The process for Infomiar~on T e c l u ~ o l o ~ ~  Planning changes v,.ith each biennium. Each biennium. 
the fom~s .  layout. and process are completel!. rei~amped. This creates a cumbersome process each biennium. 
Instead of updating the information on the previous plan. the entire plan must be reu~ritten from the beginning. 
OIT personnel ha\rc no knou ledse or understanding of our agenc!.'s business functions. yer prioritizes all 
projects statexvide. 

I hope that you do not consider this as a criticism to the Office of Information Technolog!. and its personnel. 
This is rather a critique of the system which agencies such as the Veterans Home are nonr made to work v,.ithin. 
By [akin: a more systemic and efficient approach. Lye can all realize a better product and betrer results for the 
\'eterans Home. 01T. and other stare agencies. 



ATTACHMENT 3 





ATTACHMENT 4 



A. Staff Alisnment - General Support 

Board of Tax & Land Appeals 

Corrections 

Comm. for Human Rights 

Education 

Employment Security 

Environmental Services 

Fish & Game 

Health & Human Svcs. 

Highway Safety 

We, like many small agencies, have no one on staff to support 
our IT needs. Since having limited technical support from OIT 
the board has received outstanding emergency and non- 
emergency support. If the board does not have the option of 
receiving support from OIT in the future, it would be expensive to 
the state and could negatively impact the services the board 
provides the citizens of New Hampshire. 

We would like to have the positions returned to the Department. 
It is critical that the IT resources be fully integrated into the 
"business" of Corrections. The more our IT resources are 
knowledgeable and integrated into our business, the greater the 
level of contribution they will be able to provide. 
Centralized OIT should be responsible for reviewlaudit of IT 
projects, statewide infrastructure projects such as network 
upgrades, topology, next level of tech support, security issues 
and data protection, and the helpdesk. 

We are not in a position to justify hiring people to take care of our 
computer system, nor do our staff have the expertise or time to 
master the skills necessary. Getting people to fulfill these tasks 
for a small agency like ours is efficient for us. 

Have not seen the sharing of Developers we thought we would 
see. Short handed as far as tech support is concerned. 
Equipment repair is slower than it was without OIT. 

Key technological areas, such as web development and imaging, 
where previously NHES had dedicated staff, saw these staff 
diverted to work on projects for other state agencies although 
NHES still had a need for their services 

Smaller agencies may benefit from centralization and sharing of 
resources. 
More advanced agencies should not be expected to close the 
gap for other agencies or to suffer a deterioration of its services 
as a result of consolidation. 
Fully staff an OIT accounting and HR unit within OIT. 
Have OIT exempted from any hiring freezes. DES accounting 
and HR departments have spent a great deal of time doing work 
for OIT employees. 

Personnel transferred to OIT appear to be performing exactly as 
they performed prior to reorganization with a cost increase of 
75% each year in the biennium and redundancy in paperwork 
Additional resources required for IT plans 
Lack of control over payroll and work and activity reporting may 
be problematic in future audits 
Centralization of planning process, oversight of purchases, 
monitoring contracts and agreements and providing some key 
centralized staff would be a benefit 

People are shifted to meet needs where they may not have the 
expertise to do the job. 

Recommend an OIT staff person be assigned to work directly 
with small agencies that do not have full time staff; currently, too 
many are involved in the process and do not understand the 
entire process. 

Help desk tickets are being responded to, albeit slower than we 
are comfortable with. 



- 

Labor 

Licensure & Certification 0 

Liquor 

Pub. Employees Labor Relations 

0 

Transportation 0 

NH Real Estate Corn 

Veterans Home 

Core group of IT staff that is dedicated to Labor is required on - 
site full time and not available to be shared with other agencies; 
should revert back as to Labor; impact on individuals has been 
mixed 
Duplication of HR staff responsibilities 
A pool of IT resources should be created to develop and maintain 
standards and provide guidance and assistance to agencies 
when needed; billed back as required 

Recommend decentralize immediately and return IT 
responsibility to agencies 
Joint Board receives no services from OIT but is billed for them 

Concerns for the potential loss of personnel and adverse impact 
on ability to service retail stores and serve customers 

Tech assistance rendered during installation or LAN integration 
efforts has been terrible 
Lack of available and affordable IT training 

Allocation of resources to other OIT projects has been at the 
expense of agency software development projects; 
Limited ASD staff processes what is requested from business 
off ice. 

The OIT Help Desk is a very good service and should continue. 
The timing of assistance can be very lengthy due to number of 
OIT staff allocated to perform enhancements to web-enabled e- 
Licensing application. It will be necessary for OIT to increase the 
support staff for this project. 

Help Desk support is available Monday - Friday until 4pm. 
Has a 2417 operation. Plans to change the WAN are not shared 
with us, monitoring is sporadic. 



A. Staff Aliqnment - Applications Personnel 

Admin Services 

Environmental Services 

Health & Human Svcs. 

Justice 

Labor 

Transportation 

Revenue 

Treasury 

Of IT resources to accommodate the centralization of those 
functions that benefit from centralization while returning those 
functions best managed by the agencies back to their direct 
control. Agencies' application development personnel should be 
directly responsible to the agency heads that have the primary 
responsibility under RSA for the delivery of services to our 
citizens. 
Thought should be given to returning agency critical personnel 
back to the agencies so that we can function without extensive 
delays. DES has lost administrative control of mission-critical 
Webmaster position. 
A representative who is part of the department, who understands 
the business as well as the technology is essential to define short 
and long-term solutions. Application Development staff should be 
reintegrated into DHHS. Each agency needs a single point of 
focus to resolve issues that need escalation. 

Move 1 position from OIT back to DOJ to help support 
ProLawIFileNet Applications. Concerned about OIT support for 
ProLaw and FileNet applications. Routine database maintenance 
is being deferred thus degrading the value of our data each day. 
(Insurance) From agency perspective, miss being able to make 
decisions about what OIT personnel do and how they perform 
their functions 

Applications staff develops and maintains applications unique to 
Labor and OIT impact on them has been negative 

Lost administrative, web development and technical support 
positions to OIT Central has resulted in a redefinition of many 
software developer staff responsibilities to that of administrative 
or client service related tasks and left a shortage of support staff; 
Added DOT programs for FY06-07, specifically the Traffic 
Management and Intelligent Transportation Systems require a 
full-time IT Manager position 

Reduced DRA Embedded Staff Privileges - Recently, OIT 
required DRA embedded staff to justify DRA tasks and 
administrative privileges. As a result, OIT determined that most 
of our embedded staff administrative tasks would be taken over 
by OIT. This has already been implemented and now our 
embedded staff has to logon to the server with new names and 
limited privileges. 

People currently in IT roles also have nested business functions 
and any attempts to consolidate with OIT would need to be 
considered carefully. 



Environmental Services 

Veterans Home 

B. Purchasing - Threshold 

Raise the minimum dollar threshold from $250 to $5,000. 

Unreasonable to go through OIT for purchases in excess of 
$250. 



B. Purchasinq - Procurement Process 

Banking 

Christa McAuliffe 

Corrections 

Education 

Environmental Services 

Fish & Game 

Health & Human Svcs. 

Highway Safety 

Labor 

Liquor 

Pub. Employee Labor Relations 

Transportation 

Have had to expend additional resources justifying the need for 
upgraded laptops each time a laptop is ordered. Received 
'standard' laptops without notice even though a justification for 
upgraded laptops was completed. 

Previous procurement practice worked fine; inclusion of OIT in 
the process wastes time, typing up both staff and OIT staff on 
bureaucratic procedures 

A central OIT organization should develop and promulgate 
technical standards in both software and equipment, There are 
benefits to standardization to insure compabitility and the 
appropriate interfaces between state agencies and applications. 
OIT should have full responsibility for determining standards. 
Consolidation has not brought reduction of effort in resources 
and paperwork. Problems could be resolved by adding 
resources and system support to Logistics or returning 
purchasing responsibility to the agencies 

There are inequities in the purchase or access to certain items. 

Clearly define OIT's role in approvingldisapproving purchases. 
OIT should provide technical advice and guidance, not veto 
power over agency decisions on purchases. The approval 
process for purchasing both hardware and software needs a 
complete overhaul. Opinions of OIT personnel override the 
decision making process of DES management. PDA issue. 
OIT should provide technical advice and guidance, not veto 
power over agency decisions on purchases. 

It would seem bulk contracting for hardware and software 
should produce lower per unit costs; unfortunately, prices of 
"approved" vendors are significantly higher 

Procurement process for standard hardware and software 
components is problematic due largely to poor communication. 

Process is now extremely cumbersome, time consuming, and 
needs to be streamlined in spite of Purchasing and OIT staff 
being very responsive 

This portion of OIT is the most inefficient and ineffective of all. 
The process for purchasing IT equipment using the OIT account 
is inefficient and prone to errors; too many orders are lost or 
incorrectly conveyed to Purchase & Property 

Logistics unit of OIT has mismanaged many purchase requests; 
has also impacted relationship with certain vendors who refuse 
to send up products because of exorbitant delay in receiving 
payments 
Logistics lacks a clear understanding on how to obtain software 
upgrades and support; OIT liaison has spent too many hours 
auditing these transactions 

List of vendors is short and prices of "approved" vendors are 
significantly higher. 

Turn-around time; Traceability of requests. Volume of requests 
within OIT, limited OIT staff, consolidation of orders at P&P, bulk 
procurements. Delayed generation of P4s and P28; and lost 
procurements; no way to know status. No comprehensive 
communication or tracking processes evident; Understaffed. 
Return to Agency or allocate additional resources within OIT, 



Insurance 

Liquor 

NH Real Estate Corn 

Veterans Home 

establish workflow with timelines, delegate authorizing 
approvals. Reform within OITIP&P - Implement a system that 
provides tracking and promotes communication between 
groups. Return to Agency - Upon OIT Approval Agency will 
submit all purchase request forms to P&P. 
Due to a lack of knowledge at the customer and ASD level, the 
best product is not always identified. A thorough technical 
review is missed resulting in wrong product's being procured, 
returns, rework, additional procurements; wasted effort and 
resources; delays, additional costs; and customer frustration. 
Reform within OIT - establish central procurement group with 
technical stafflexpertise to perform product configurations and 
work with agency business and ASD staff. This would provide 
consistency Statewide on products. Knowledgeable technical 
staff is not available or staff that did this has been reassigned; 
lack of product and procurement knowledge at business andlor 
OIT administrative level; no centralized resource to maximize 
expertise and prevent incomplete or incorrect procurements; no 
standard list of questions for different types of procurements to 
help the less knowledgeable get the right product with all the 
needed accessories and features; no guidance on when to 
procure additional product maintenance. 

Purchasing of equipment is much more cumbersome, untimely 
and inaccurate. There are very significant inaccuracies as well. 
We have not experienced significant problems since the 
consolidation under OIT except in the areas of Purchasing and 
Budgeting. 

Mismanagement of purchase requests. Requests have been 
delayed, get things didn't ask for. Takes weeks for corrective 
action. 

Purchasing function is an unnecessary service and should 
remain with each Agency. 

Extra steps involved in ordering equipment. Time to flow 
requests through OIT just to access existing contracts 
negotiated previously by the State has been inefficient. 
Procurement process is redundant and involves unnecessary 
steps. 
No specs available for servers, switches, and routers, yet order 
is denied if attempt to purchase a "non-standard". No training or 
documentation provided to support these products in-house. 
(ServerslRouters) 



Agriculture 

Health & Human Svcs. 

Insurance 

B. Purchasing - RFP Administration 

When we are required to use outside vendors, they need to be 
carefully screened. There needs to be a way to have the 
contractors be compelled to perform adequately. 

DHHS should own the development, release and evaluation of 
RFPs. 

There were several times where the lead OIT person assigned to 
help with an RFP was reassigned to other duties. 



C. lnvoicinq 

Banking 

Education 

Environmental Services 

Billing process for FY05 is a great concern. 

Monthly billings are incomplete and do not provide for us the 
level of detail needed to properly charge the appropriate program 
and funding source. 

Funding of OIT continues to be a concern. 017s lack of 
adequate documentation for time charged for federal grants put 
agency at risk of having those costs rejected by the federal 
agencies. 

Transportation Miscommunication and lack of communication regarding Billing 

Postsecondary Education Com Don't utilize many services from OIT. One area of concern is the 
invoicing process. Another system should be put in place to map 
invoices with work orderslrequests. 



D. Integration I Coordination 

Agriculture 

Banking 

Christa McAuliffe 

Corrections 

Education 

Environmental Services 

Health & Human Svcs. 

Licensure & Certification 

Pub. Employee Labor Relations 

Transportation 

Revenue 

Major problem has been getting attention and sound information. 

Concerned about the amount of time spent out of the office at 
OIT meetingslattending to OIT administrative functions. 

Would work better if state IT office took back its old role of 
leadership, setting policies and guidelines and assisting state 
agencies to develop plans, and let state agency IT folks care of 
details of their own agencies' IT needs 

Another major contributor to the mounting frustration is that 
communication of status of purchases is often nonexistent. 

There is confusion over the level of supervisory authority the DOE 
has over OIT personnel located at Doe. The system has broken 
the employerlemployee relationship at the DOE. 

Effects iuffered by larger agencies include added inefficiencies, 
overly cumbersome software and hardware acquisitions 
processes, loss of control with dedicated personnel, and increase 
in overhead costs borne by agencies, and deteriorating online 
services to the public via agency Web site. Roles are poorly 
defined and there exists a lack of communication and 
assessment among the various interested parties using the 
current IT systems. 

DHHS cannot hold OIT accountable in any substantive way as 
they would with an external contractor. No structural incentive 
within OIT for a focus on quality. OIT's focus is on operations 
and funding. OIT should create service level agreements to 
establish baseline expectations. 

OIT took steps to dissolve a contract that provides valuable 
service without input of the users; required staff of affected 
agencies to become extremely pro-active with OIT or the on-line 
program would have ceased to function 

There needs to be a better understanding of what this agency 
can reas'onably expect in the level of support it receives from OIT 
and it help desk 
Who has responsibility to assist with allowing employees to 
access LAN outside the office 

OIT Customer Relations Management (CRM) is Not managing 
Agency IT training customer relationships; No visible Agency 
outreach to address training needs; Very little visible Agency 
training support; limited staff growth involvement. Lack of clear 
definition on service level training support to Agencies, lack of 
clear definition of training duties and accountabilities, lack of a 
clear training strategic directionlplan. Mid-level OIT managers 
can't look up information about own employees; anniversary 
dates are missed; performance evaluations are missed; no one is 
looking out for part time employees who should be paid leave; 
general email for HR questions does not best support the 
sensitive needs of HR requests 
Different OIT person responsible for server management 
depending on type of server and content which limits big picture 
dialogue, review, decisions, and management. No 
representative to contact or provide oversight over related tasks 
in different groups; lack of manager interaction for different 
locations 

Lack of OIT Communication - OIT frequently makes system 
changes without notifying DRA in Advance such as unexplained 



lnsurance 

Veterans Home 

folder permission changes, OIT initiated computer and server 
name changes which disrupts agency business, OIT decided we 
need to change our computer naming policy to fit theirs, 
Windows Security - Prior to the establishment of OIT, DRA had a 
server that managed every PC to make sure it had the latest and 
greatest windows security patches; we would approve the 
updates to the server and every day the server would send out 
the updates to the PCs that needed them. When we experienced 
a significant virus issue last year, OIT shut down this DRA 
Windows Security feature. Now when OIT initiates an update, 
our embedded staff must physically touch every PC to perform 
the update. It is a very long and cumbersome project. 
SPAM - before OIT, DRA never had a single piece of SPAM. 
Now, it is common to have 10-30 pieces of SPAM in mailboxes 
per day, even more depending what OIT distribution lists you are 
on; adding the lronmail component was a solution that OIT had to 
implement to correct a problem that it appears they caused. 

Want to be kept informed when OIT is initiating any new 
procedures that will effect how and what we purchase, address 
security issues, and how we handle application or development 
requests and procedures. Budgeted OIT costs not spent by the 
end of the fiscal year lapse into the General Fund. Any other line 
item(s) not spent down are returned to the Insurance Industry by 
lowering the statutory assessment on the industry 

Documents/Forms not available electronically and are hard to 
find. The process for IT planning changes with each biennium, 
the forms, layout, and process are completely revamped. 


